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FOREWORD

The Lyndon B. Johnson School of Public Affairs has established
interdisciplinary research on policy problems as the core of its educational
program. A major part of tnis program is the nine-month policy research
project, in the course of which one or two faculty members from different
disciplines direct the research of ten to twenty graduate students of diverse
backgrounds on a policy issue of concern to a government agency. This "clie.t
orientation" brings the students face to face with administrators,
legislators, and other officials active in the policy process and demonstrates
that research in a policy environment demands special talents. It also
illuminates the vccasional difficulties of reiating research findings to the
world of political realities.

This report on the initial effects of House Bill 72 is the result of a
policy research project conducted in 1984-85 under grants from Texans for
Quality Education and from the Lyndon B. Johnson Foundation. House Bill 72
was a comprehensive bill passed during a special legislative session in the
summer of 1984, with provisions designed both to make the financing of
education more equitable and to improve the effectiveness of public schooling.
Relying on information from extensive interviews as well as district finances,
this monograph examines the effects of the legislation on financing patterns,
on practices affecting both teachers and students, on programs for special

groups (including compensatory education, bilingual education, special
education for handicapped children, and vocational education), and on new
preschool programs. These findings are the basis for a series of

recommendations addressed to policymakers, educators, and citizens concerned
about public education.

The curriculum of the LBJ School 1is intended not only to develop
effective public servants but also to produce research that will enlighte. and
inform those already engaged in the policy process. The project that resulted
in this report has helped to accomplish the first task; it is our hope and
expectation that the report itself will contribute to the second.

Finally, it should be noted that neither the LRJ School nor the
University of Texas at Austin necessarily endorses the views or findings of
this study.

Max Sherman
Dean
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INTRODUCTION
THE CLIMATE OF REFORM IN TEXAS

In the summei of 1984, the Texas legislature enacted a massive reform of
the state's system of elementary and secondary education. The passage of
House Bi11 72 resulted from an environment of reform that has existed for
>everal years. Education has been a topic of debate among educators, parents,
the business commurity, social reformers, and politicians around the nation
and within Texas. However, the participants in this debate have had major
disagreements about the proper direction for educational reforms. Robert
M. Hutchins once asserted that "if the purpose of education is the improvement
of men, then any system of educatior that is without values is a contradiction
in terms."' In determining what to teach, when to teach, and which methods to
employ, society makes difficult choices about its values. Since reaching a
consensus on values nas been especially difficult in our pluralistic society,
the histury of educational reform in the United States has been quite active.

In a broad sense, reform efforts have emphasized two potentially
conflicting values--equity and excellence. In the past thirty years, reforms
have shifted in emphasis between the two, with reforms of the 1950s stressing
excellence, those of the 1960s and 1970s stressing equity, and those of the
1980s returning to themes of excellence. While excellence and equity are not
always in conflict, problems can arise because equity is sometimes interpreted
as narrowing the gap in educational achievement, perhaps by holding back those
at the top. Conversely, movements for excellence in education have often
stressed the education of high-achieving students, with less concern for
others. However, House Bill 72 is aimed simultaneously at the enhancemert of
both equity and excellence or effectiveness in the Texas public schools.

EQUITY IN EDUCATION: THE ISSUES OF ACCESS AND FINANCE

Equity has been a concern of educators since the establishment of public
schools in the United States. The equity issue, often guided by the
principles of equal opportunity and equal access to schooling, has been most
prominent in cases of discrimination on the basis of racial, ethnic, and
socioeconromic background. Following the 1554 Supreme Court decision in Brown
v. Board of Education, many reforms were concerned with establishing equality
of opportunity for children of all races. Steps in this direction included
the Civil Rights Act of 1564 and the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965, which provided federal funds for compensatory education designed to
provide better schooling for low-income or "disadvantaged" children (including
many minority children). The logic of funding compensatory education was then
extended to other groups--especially to handicapped children with the passage
of Public Law 94-142 in 1974, and to children of iimited English proficiancy
(LEP) with the Bilingual Education Act of 1973.

In the development of compensatory education, bilingual education, and
special education, the issue of equity has been entangled with the jcsue of
financing. It is generally assumed that the quality of education is 1inked to
the availability of resources and that, even where overt discrimination is
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eliminated, inequality of opportunity may still persist because of differences
in financing. For example, the Civil Rights Commission repsrt of 1967, Racial
[solation in the Public Schools, asserted that equality of resources is
necessary to achieve equal opportunity in education.? As a result, reformers
have often promoted equal opportunity by attempting to distribute resources
mere equitably. This logic bas in turn been used to attack the diffc:-aces in
expenditures an ng school districts that result from differences in wealth or
property value.

Although attempts to narrow expenditure differences among school
districts have a long history,® recent reforms have been spurred by various
court rulings. One cf the first and most important cases was the 1971
decision by the California Supreme Court in Serrano v. Priest. Schools in
California--1ike schools in Texas--received state funding through a foundation
plan in which districts would receive money from the state to bring districts
up to a minimum level of spending--the so-called foundation. However, the
foundation plan allowed districts to use local funds to supplement state aid,
and the variation in progerty wealth among districts allowed wezalthy districts
to spend huge sums per pupil while poor districts could provide 1little more
than the state-funded minimun. The Serrano case declared this financing
system unconstitutional according to the California constitution, on the
grounds that it violated guarantees of equal protection. The Serrano decision
had a very important national impact, as James W. Guthrie summarized, because:

. it displayed that the equal protection argument could be
made on state constitutional grounds, even if the federal
argument was eroded. Second, Serrano made it clear that the
principle of fiscal neutrality could be fashioned in a manner
acceptable to courts in calculating a judicially manageable
remedy . Serrano also reinforced the view that legislatures
would respond responsibly to judicial school finance mandates.*

Robinscn v. Cahill, a case decided in May 1973 by the New Jersey Supreme
Court, also indicated that reform could be accomplished through court action

at the state level, and these two cases were followed by 3 plethora of cases
in other states.®

However, in a Texas case reformers fajled to win support from the federal
courts, with national ramifications. The 1971 Rodriguez case was like many of
the others, although the case was brought in federal rather than state court.
The development of the Texas public education system from the first years of
the state's existence followed a pattern of sporadic increases in state
involvement, although local control over the public schools remained an

important principle. hfter the turn of the century, resistance to state
funding began to diminizh, and concern with the equalization of educational
resources  increased. In 1915, the 1legislature appropriated special

equalization aid to encourage local tax efforts in rural school districts. The
state's role then shifted from encouraging local tax effort to providing state
funding for rural school districts. One of the most important pieces of
reform was the Gilmer-Aikin Act of 1949, which established the minimum
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foundation plan (MFP) for state aid to public education. The foundation plan
has been the basic alloc tion method for state aid ever since, although it has
sen numerou. modificaticns. The goal of the Gilmer-Aikin plan was that "each
student should be given an equal minimum educational opportunity financed by
equali- d local tax effort and supplemented by state aid sufficient to
compensate for tne wvariations in local taxpaying ability."® However, the
foundation plan permitted a high degree of local contrel, as districts were
allowed to spend more than the minimum plan if they chose to provide more
local funds for educat.on.

As in Califoraia, it became apparent that the minimum foundation plan
allowed substantial differences in spending within Texas. In 1971, a U.S.
district court ruled the Texas education finance system unconstitutional in
Rodriguez v. San Antonio. This ruiing was then reversed by the U.S. Supreme
Court in 1973. Although the Rodriguez case was similar to Serrano, it was
argued on the grounds of equal protection provisions in the U.S. Constitution
rather than those of the state constitution. The U.S. Supreme Court's
dec’sion stated that, although Texas's system of educational finance was
“chaotic and unjust," it did not violate the federal constitution, for three
reasons. First, the Court decided that education was not a "fundamental
interest" because it was not mentioned in the federal constitution and
therefore did not warrant Court intervention. The Court also noted that the
plaintifrs--residents of a low-wealth school district--were not uniformly poor
or of a particular ricial group and could not prove that a "legally suspect
classification" was empioyed by the State of Texas; because the Texas school
finance mechanism was in some sense rational, it was acceptable to the Court.
Finally, the Court questioned the connection between funding levels and the
quality of education. The result of Rodriguez was that the battle for equity
in school finance has been waged on a state-by-state basis, rather than
relying on a federal ruling.

NDespite being decided against the plaintiffs, the Rodriguez case has had
a continuing influence cn Texas puwlic education. In the wake of the
dccision, several studies were performed to recommend changes in school
finance, and the 0ffice of Educational Research and Planning within the Texas
Education Agency (TEA) was create. to correct inequalities that had come to
light in the recent iitigation.” House Bill 1126, passed in 1975, attempted
to equalize resources by increasing equalization aid to property-poor
districts. Since House Bill 1126 was not judged part..ularly successful in
addressing problems of equalization, Senate Bill 1 was enacted in 1977 to
revise equalization aid further. S.B. 1 added $1 billion to the foundation
school program, revised local fund assignments, and provided funds for
vocational education and special education programs. In 1979, the legislature
passed S.B. 350, an attempt to equal. e district resources further; S.B. 350
expanded the foundation school program once again, readjusted the local fund
assignment, established a floor for aid to small districts, added a fast
growth adjustment and a minimum aid adjustment, and provided more support
services to small districts. The concern with equity in funding embodied,
however imperfectly, in these pieces of legislation set the stage for many of
the provisions of House Bill 72.
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THE EFFECTIVENESS OF EDUCATION AND THE “EXCELLENCE
MOVEMENT"

House Bill 72 was not limited in its scope to educational equity; the
issue of quality of education was also of considerable importance tc this
reform.  Reformers like to view excellence and equity as complementary goals,
and supporters of reforms aimed at increasing ecucational quality have often
formed coalitions with proponents of equity in order to pass legislation.®
H.B. 72 is, in many respects, an example of legislation that is the work of
such a coalition. But while these two goals should not be in conflict, they
are sometimes antagonistic. As Allan Odden summarized the problem:

serious tensions exist between equity and educational excellence. .
they arise only when 1links between excellence and equity are
overlooked. Schooi finance reforms have the’r roots in attempts to
improve the quality of education for students in economically deprived
school districts. By the same token, the effective schools movement
has itc roots in attemgts to improve the academic performance of poor
and mincrity students. Meanwhile, most of the recent national reports
on education have recommended that equity and excellence be rursued
simultaneously through measures that benefit all kinds of students.®

In practice, reforms concerned with equity have often found themselves .o be
at cross-purposes with reformers concerned about quality or excelience.

The excellence movement has taken many forms. In many cases, calls for
educational reform have linked the success or failure n*f the public schools to
the performance of the economy and the preservat,.. of national security.
Education reforms resulting from the Sputnik scare during the 1950s and 1960s,
and the reform movements of the 1980s share a fear that public education lacks
rigor (especially in the areas of math and science) and makes too few demands

on students. wy of these reforms have taken a "back-to-basics" approach.
This cortrast: eform movements of the 1970s, which stressed the lack of
humaneness . avance of the public school curriculum and proposed greater

flexibility ana variety as solutions.?!®

The most recent movement €ur excellence in education is exemplified by
the 1983 report of the National Commission on Excellence in Education, A
Nation at Risk: The Imperative for Educational Reform. This report began with
the statement, "Our nation is at risk. Our once unchallenged preeminence in
commerce, industry, science, and technological fnnovation is being overtaken
by competitors throughout the world," attributing this to "an act of
unthinking, wunilateral education disarmament." It then cited familiar
evidence about the decline of test scores, the high level of functional
illiteracy, and the decline of "higher order intellectual skills." The report
made several recommendatiors aimed primarily at improving teaching quality:
raising admission standards at teacher training institutions, raising
teachers' salaries, adopting eleven-mo .h contracts for teachers, using career
ladders to vaward teacher excellence, employing noncertified personnel to
cover shortages in fields 1ike math and science, providing loans and grants
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for qualified students who wish to enter teacher training programs, and
introducing the position of '"master teachers," who would be involved in
designing teacher preparation programs. The report also recommended
partnerships between tle business community and the pubiic education system
and more power for schcol principals. Many other reports were puolished 11
1983 and 1984, different in their evidence and emphases, but all of them
stressed the need to reverse the declining quality of elementary and secondaryv
education.

In Texas, the excellence movement first achieved legislative success with
the passage of House Bill 246 by the 66th Texas Legislature in 1981. The
purpose of the bill was to improve and standardize the curriculum taught in
the state's public schools by establishing twelve basic subject areas Jjudged
tc be necessary to a sound education. House Bill 246 also addressed the
issues of discipline, a'tendance, and standards for academic promotion.
(Because there has been considerable confusion between H.B. 72 and H.B. 246,
the curriculum changes of H.B. 246 are analyzed in chapter 9 of this report.)
Like the issue of equity, then, the problem of educational quality had
generated considerable concern in Texas well before the movement that
culminated in House Bill 72.

THE PASSAGE OF HOUSE BILL 72

The Texas 1iegislature was prodded into taking the actions that led to
House Bil! 72 by a number of different developments. The issues of the
Rodriguez case returned to prominence with a similar lawsuit filed in state
court on May 23, 1984, by the Mexican American Legal Defense and Educational
Fund (MALDEF). The suit, Edgewood v. Bynum, included as plaintiffs the
Edgewood independent School District near San Antonio and a number of other
low-wealth districts, as well as students from these districts. The lawsuit
claimed that the education system was in violation of the Texas constitution
because children in poor school districts weie not provided with educational
programs "substantially equal to those available to any similar student" in
wealthier districts. MALDEF also argued that, because there are
concentrations of low-income and Mexican American students 1in property-poor
school districts, the state is practicing discrimination on the basis of
wealth and national origin in its education policy, in violation of the equal
protection clause of the Texas constitution.!?

Since the Edgewood v. Bynum case was filed only in May 1984, it would
normally have taken several years for a final verdict in the case.
Nonetheless, the mere threat of an adverse ruling seems to have been enough to
prod the legislature into once again considering fiscal measures to reduce
disparities among rich and poor districts. Evidently, the legislature hoped
that the equalization measures in House Bill 72, analyzed at greater length in
chapter 1, would be sufficient to make any lawsuit moot.

While A Nation at Risk provided a national focus for those concerned with
improving educational quality, the work of the Select Committee on Public
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Education (SCOPE) was the catalyst necessary for the passage of House Bill 72.
Althcugh the recommendations of SCOPE were consistent with those of the
natisnwide movement for excellence, its genesis and deliberations were more
fdiosyncrat.c. Covernor Mark White, elected 1in 1982 with the support of
teachers, had pledged to legislate an 1increase in state aid for teacher
salaries. But the 1383 legislature, faced with declining revenues, was unable
to pass such an increase without a much-dreaded tax increase. Instead, the
legisiature authorized SCOPE to study the finance system of the public schools
in Texas and to make recommendations for its improvement, recommendations to
be considered in 1984 at a special session of the legislature. The structure
of SCOPE 1indicated a firm commitment to reform by infiuential members of the
legislatur2 and the governor's office, and the committee itself included some
of the most powerful people in Texas 1in the area of education policy:
Governor Mark White, Lieutenant Governor Bill Hobby, House Speaker Gib Lewis,
and other political leaders.!? The committee was chaired by H. Ross Perot,
well-known computer entrepreneur.

In the ccurse cf discussing teacher salaries, SCOPE also considered the
issue of teacher quality, because of the belief of H. Ross Perot and others
that some improvement in teaching was necessary to justify additional state
spending. With its purview including almost all aspects of education, SCOPE
then considered a variety of measures related to student discipline and
standards, the reform of specific proarams 1ike vocational aducation, and
innovations like prekindergarten programs and technology education. The final
SCOPE report therefore included a large number of recommendations of A Nation
at Risk and the national movement for excellence--recommendations that went
far beyond the subject of teacher salaries.}!?

Many, altiiough not all, of the SCOPE recommendations were incorporated
into House 8111 72, developed and passed by the Texas legislature during a
special legislative session that lasted a scant month, from June 4 to July 3,
1984. The process of bargaining and compromise over specific provisions of
Heuse Bill 72 was, by all accounts, complex and hurried; in the process, many
SCOPE recommendations were abandoned, and new proposals were included.!* The
bill that emerged therefore represents the confluence of many pressures--among
them the demands to equalize funding, the movement to improve the quality of
teaching, pledges to increase teacher salaries, and the resistance of groups
threatened by reform.

House Bill 72 was in many ways a highly centralized or "top-down" reform,
directed by the state's political leadership and a few influential individuals
like H. Ross Perot. In contrast to reforms in other states, which have
involved the educational community and interested citizens in order to build a
consensus on reform,'* the changes in Texas took place with relatively little
consultation with local educators and almost no participation by parents and
other interested citizens. In fact, the content of the bill itself was
generally not known by educators until its final passage, partly because of
the haste with which it was put together. The 1long-run effects of this
top-down approach to reform are not clear, especially since most educators
appear to have been diligent in respondirg to the changes in House Bfll1 72.
Nevertheless, it remains important to recognize the particular circumstances
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surrounding the development of House Bill 72.

THE PLAN OF THIS REPORT

In this report we examine the effects of House Bill 72 during its first
year of operation. Because it was such a complex bill, we cannot pretend to
have covered all its effects. Instead, we have concentrated on changes in
financing; on the reforms intended to improve the quality of teaching and to
clarify the responsibilities of students; on the changes in programs for
special populations, including compensatory education, bilingual education,
special education for handicapped students, and vocational education; and on
several innovations, especially in preschool programs.

The first chapter examines the financial measures in House Bill 72,
intended to equalize spending among districts by increasing state funds to
poor districts while reducing aid to wealthy districts. After describing the
varicus financing components, we describe the initial effects of House Bill 72
on teacher salaries, operating expenditures, the career ladder intended to
reward especially able teachers, the requirements for districts to reduce
class size, and--most important of all--disparities in spending among rich and
poor districts. Our analysis of these initial effects is based on data
collected by the Texas Association of School Boards (TAS3) and the Texas
Association of School Administrators (TASA) and on data available from the
Texas Education Agency.

Chapter 2 examines the various reforms aimed at improving the quality of
teaching. House Bill 72 attempts to help school districts attract and retain
outstanding teachers through increases in  teachers' salaries, the
establishment of a career ladder, the requirement of a competency test for
teachers, anc a loan program to attract more people to teaching. Several of
these provisions--especially the career ladder and the competency test--have
been extremely controversial, suggesting that the good intentions of House
Bill 72 might be undermined by the resentment of teachers.

Our third chapter focuses on tha measures in House Bill 72 that affect
students. House Bill 72 attempts to motivate student achievement in various
ways, including a provision that a student must have an average grade of 70 or
above to be promoted, an exit exam required for graduation, tutorials for
students having difficulty in their subject, and resirictions on absences and
extracurricular activities. Many of these have proved to be quite
controversial among parents and students and raise the questior of how
effective state legislation can be in improving practices at the local level.

The next four chapters deal with the effects of 1'ouse Bi1l 72 on prcyrams
which seek to provide special educational services for students who need them.
In the case of compensatory education for disadvantaged students (examined in
chapter 4), state funding has been greatly increased, but problems have arisen
because of conflicts with federal funding mechanisms. Bilingual education,
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discussed in chapter 5, faces problems because of a continuing dehate over the
nature of bilingual education and severe shortages of qualified bilingual
teachers. Chapter 6, on special education, focuses on the <hanges in the
St funding mechanism and potential conflicts with federal law. Chapter 7
examines changes in the funding of vocational education and the provisions in
House bill 72 which &actempt to make this program more accountable and
effective.

In addition to reforming existing programs, House Bill 72 established
several new programs. Some, lika technology education and community service
centers, are merely encouraged, but two--a prekindergarten program for
four-year-olds who are disadvantaged or have limited English proficiency and a
summer bilingual program for children of limited English proficiency who will
be enteriny kindergyarten or first grade--are required. Chapter 8 examines the
structure of these two novel programs, both of which extend Texas schnols into
preschool education.

In the implementation of House Bill 72, a great deal of confusion has
arisen because of the simultaneous implementation of another bill--House Bill
246, passed in 1981 and requiring complex changes in curriculum and graduation
requirements. Because several provisions of House Bill 72 and House Bill 246
are similar, and because the two Lills went into effect at the same time,
educators and parents have often blamed House Bill 72 for problems caused by
Ho.se Bill 246. Therefore, chapter 9 examines tne provisions of House Bill
246, in order to clarify the confusion over the two pieces of legislation.

In examining the effects of House Bill 72, we have relied primarily on
interviews conducted in 19 districts througtout Texas.!® Although these
districts cannot possibly bz considered a random sample of the 1,068 districts
in Texas, they were carefully chosen to represent ail areas of the state, to
include both large urban districts (such as Houston, Fort Worth, and E1 Paso)
as well as small rural districts (such as Sundown and La Vernia). They
include several wealthy districts as well as some that are quite poor, and
districts with high proportions of minority students (including two in the
Valley) as well as districts with few minority students. Table A 1lists the
districts we visited along with some of their characteristics, and figure 1
indicates where they are located.

Interviews in these districts were conducted in January and February of
1985, halfway through the first school year under House Bill 72; follow-up
phone calls were made throughout the spring of 1985. In every district we
interviewed the superintendent and administrators in charge of finance,
personnel, curriculum, and spncial programs. In addition, we interviewed one
or two principals and several representatives of teacher organizations in
every district. In this way we hoped to get several different viewpoints on
the effects of House Bill 72.

If our sample of disiricts is biased in any way, we may have examined
districts where administrators and teachers are especially motivated,
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Alvarado
Brazosport
Brownsville
Clint
Ector County
E1 Paso
Fort Worth
Houston
Hurst-Euless-
Bedford
La Vernia
Pasadena
Plano
Roosevelt
San Saba
Socorro
Sundown
Taylor
Weslaco

Statewide Average

1983-84
Average Daily
Attendance

1,476
10,323
28,965

1,160
22,770
53,734
57,030

171,444

15,502
753
32,073
23,828
1,120
773
6,137
442
2,080
8,851

29,754

Table A
Characteristics of Districts Interviewed

1983-84

Property Value
rer Pupil

$ 90,122
378,939
52,585
140,768
307,154
113,031
231,315
384,023

208,901
112,693
187,755
233,928
105,812
127,510
58,877
2,987,269
127,561
54,300

$233,984

1983-84
Expenditure
per Pupil

$2,389
3,336
2,331
2,936
3,040
2,681
3,095
3,224

2,786
2,209
2,813
3,760
2,317
2,529
2,650
7,964
3,314
2,655

$3,299
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articulate, arJ eager to improve the quality of education. W2 were generally
impressed with the commitment to education in the districts we observed--a
commitment that at t'mes has been sorely tried by a lack of resources
(especially in low-weaith districts), by the persistent attacks on education
of the past severul years, and by derogatory comments from the Select
Committee on Public Education and the Texas legisiature. There is, we feel, a
delicate balance to maintain: even when educational reforms are necessary, it
is important not to undermine the morale of teachers and administrators. The
dedication of t*“ -ation community is a resource for the people of Texas, a
resource that s .4 at every opportunity be supported and encouraged rather
than undermined «nd degraded.

THE ENDURING DILEMMAS OF EDUCATIONAL REFORM

Because House Bill 72 was <cuch a comprehensive bill, it raises many
difficult educational issues. On the whole, we found that most administraters
and teachers applauded the reforms of House Bill 72, even when they disagreed
with some of its components.!” But inevitabl,, in an institution as complex as
education, reform is slow and sometimes uncertain. We have therefore examined
not only the successzs of House Bill 72, tuv also areas where controversies
and problems persist.

Implementation

One initial issue ‘nvolves the early implementation of House Bill 72.
The legislation was signed in July 1984, and revisions in financing and many
(although by no means all) programmatic changes started with the 1984-85
school year, which began less than +two months after the bill's passage.
Administrators therefore had to i.ake changes quickly, in an atmosphere of
uncertainty about the legislaticen itself, with inconsistent interpretations by
the Texas Education Agency and uncertainty about what the State Board of
Education (SBOE) would do. One issue that comes up consistently, therefore,
is how districts have implemented the requirements of House Bill 72 into place
and whether this process could have been made smoother.

The Effectiveness of State Legislation

In the area of education, states have three different mechanisms they can
use to modify what remains a 1local activity. They can use financial
assistance to districts to encourage some practices over others; they can
develop prescriptions requiring districts to follow certain practices; and
they can provide technical assistance in the form of information on how to
improve educational practices, workshops to train teachers and administrators,
consultatior about specific problems, and dissemination of information about
model programs. House Bill 72 .acluded both financial assistance and
prescription, sometimes in coordination and sometimes not.

The crucial question is how effective these mechanisms embodied in House
Bill 72 will be in achieving the goals of equity and improved educational
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quality. Of course, many effects of House Bill 72 will not be known for
several years, as districts continue reacting to new requirements and as
different provisions are phased in. Still, 4t is important (o begin the
assessment of how successful House Bill 72 is likely to be.

State versus Local Control

While House Bill 72 is some way provided school districts greater
freedom, by and large this bill (and House Bill 246) increased state control
over district practices. House Bill 72 also reconstituted the State Board of
Education and strengthened its power, creating a more effective b.ard but also
another source of state control. The movement toward state control has been a
long-term process in this country; it has been part of the shift toward
greater state funding, and periods of reform have also tended to centraliz~
control over education as a way of minimizing varfation 1in educational
quality.

Despite the 1long-term trend toward state control, the question remains
whether this trend has gone too far. The shift away from 1local control may
weaken the ability of districts to formulate policies appropriate to local
conditions, as well as weakening the initiative and creativity of districts.
This is particularly the case if state direction itself is inconsistent,
uncertain, or incompetent. A crucial question, therefore, is whether the
drift towards greater state control in Texas is appropriate or whether more
local control would be more effective in some areas.
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'“For a fuller discussion of the genesis of House Bill 72, see the Texas
Association of School Boards, "Legislative Report," for June 8, June 15, June
22, June 29, and July 6, 1984.

'*For comparisons of reforms in other states, see Thomas Timar, Rules of
Reform, manuscript in progress, Institute for Research on Educat’ional Finance
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'®Interviews in three other districts were canceled at the last minute
because of a statewide snowstorm in February 1985. Of the districts we
initially contacted, only one refused to participate, when administrators
learned we planned to interview representatives of teacher groups.
Administrators in one other district did not return our phone calls attempting
to set up interviews. Both these districts were in the San Antonio area,
which explains the lack of any interviews in that region. Districts were
chosen with the help of David Thompson of the Texas Association af School
Boards.

'"Most of our findings, including the positive attitude of most
educators, are corroborated in a study of districts in the San Antonio area;
see Nicholas Deluca, "An Investigation of the Initial Impact of House Bill 72
on the School Districts of Bexar County," Education Council of the Greater San
Antonio Chamber of Commerce (February 1985). This report is the only other
study we have found on the effects of House Bill 72.
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CHAPTER ONE
MOVING TOWARD EQUITY:
THE FINANCING PROVISIONS OF HOUSE BILL 72

In many ways, the heart and soul of House Bill 72 are the changes it made
in state aid to districts. These changes included a substantial 1increase 1in
aid, about 26 percent, from about $3.6 billion in 1983-84 to $4.5 billion in
1984-85.% The desire for additional state revenues, originally intended to
increase teacher salaries, was in a sense the reason why House Bill 72 as the
whole came to be: the need to justify a tax increase for education led to the
creation of the Select Committee on Public Education, and SCOPE in turn
recommended other reforms adopted in House Bill 72.

House Bi11 72 also revised the formulas by which state revenue is
distributed, in order to move one step closer to equitable spending patterns.
These revisions, responding to a decade of lawsuits and legislative pressures
to provide greater equalization among rich and poor districts, were
controversial, because in relative terms they redistributed state aid from
wealthy districts to poor districts. Only in concert with an overall increase
in aid that limited the number of districts which lost state revenue in
absolute terms could such a redistribution have been legislated.

The financing of education was changed by House Bill 72 in many other
ways. It provided revenues for re“orms 1ike the career ladder and for new
programs like prekindergarten. The funding of special programs--including
compensatory education, bilingual education, and special education for
handicapped children--was substantially revised, as we examine further in
chapters 4 through 7.

But the most crucial aspect of the finance revisions remains the
equalization effort. The equalization issue has been around a long time, and
it has been resistant to reform; many of the states that changed their state
programs during the 1970s, 1in response to Serrano v. Priest and other
lawsuits, did not produce dramatic improvements in equalization.? Still, one
important measure of House Bill 72 is its effect on expenditure patterns. As
we interviewed educators in districts around the state, we were impressed-=or
depressed--by the differences wealth can make. Wealthy districts can do
anything they want: pay high salaries and attract the best teachers, adopt
novel programs (like computer-related courses), build new buildings, equip
marvelous libraries and labs, and provide an array of special programs. They
are generally unconcerned about reforms coming from Austin, because they know
they hive the resources to accommodate anything that the legislature or the
Texas Education Agency might require. Poor districts have none of these
advantages. One superintendent in a poor district admitted that he had to
hire the "dregs" of the teacher pool, because of low salaries; shortages of
teachers, staff, and supplies are pereanial, and there can be no experimenting
with new programs. Poor districts also lead a precarious life, fearful that
new requirements will further stretch their limited budgets. Where wealthy
districts are enormously proud of their enterprises, in poor districts there
is a sense of making do and getting by. The differences are enormous and,
from the viewpoint of children, inexplicable and unfair. Eliminating these
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disparities remains a worthy goal of state policy.

PATTERNS OF WEALTH AND THEIR CONSEQUENCES

Most of the : rmulas in House Biil 72 include district property value in
determining the state aid a district receives, in order to direct more aid to
poor districts than to wealthy districts. Before analyzing these formulas, it
is worth examininy the patterns of vealth across the state. (The data used
are described in an appendix to this chapter.)

Table 1 describes the magnitude of wealth differences across Texas. The
> percent of pupils in the poorest districts have a property base of less than
$57,800 per pupil, only 25 percent of the state average; the 5 percent in the
wealthiest districts have a bdase of more than $407,800 per pupil, or over
seven times as much. Because these wealth differences are S0 enormoiis,
wealthy districts are able to raise substantially more revenue: total
expenditures pe-~ pupil in 1983-84, prior to House Bi]l 72, were over twice as
high in the wealthiest districts as in the poorest districts. The differences
between districts that are only moderately wealthy and moderately poor are
still substanti : moderately poor districts average around $2,600 per pupil
while moderately wealthy districts spead around $3,750, or nearly 50 percent
more.

Table 1
Expenditures ard Tax Rates by Wealth, 1983-84

Total Operating Maintenance

1983 Wealth Proportion of Expenditures Expenditures & Operation

per Fupil State ADA per Pupil per Pupil Tax Rate
$ 0-$ 57,800 5.3% $2,530 $2,201 .337
57,800- 111,400 14.3% 2,638 2,638 .445
111,400- 155,500 15.7% 2,529 2,417 .504
155,500- 191,271 14.6% 3,008 2,533 .520
191,271~ 245,000 15.0% 3,341 2,703 .522
245,000~ 342,500 14.8% 3,756 3,011 .523
342,500- 407 800 14.9% 3,740* 3,049** .449
Over $407,800 5.3% 5,123 3,906 .440
Statewide Average $3,299 $2,704 . 482

*Without Huuston $4,116
**Without Houston $3,200
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table 2). Districts in the Panhandle are the wealthiest, because of the
presence of oil-rich dist.icts, with an average of $306,568 per student. East
Texas districts follow closely behind, with an average of $276,938 per pupil.
North Central and West Texas districts are close to the state average of
$233,984 per student. Centr-1 and South Texas, on the other hand, are
relatively less wezlthy, and South Texas districts, with average property per
strdent of $148,293, are 2bout half as wealthy as districts in the Panhandle.

Table 2
District Characteristics by Region, 1983-84

Total
Wealth Cxpenditures Percent Percent
per Pupit per Pupil Black Hispanic

Panhandle $306,568 $3,492 1.1% 29.2%
North Central Texas 245,462 3,227 20.9% 12.0%
West Texas 245,162 3,109 3.7% 62.9%
South Texas 148,293 2,938 3.0% 60.9%
Central Texas 198,851 3,246 12.8% 22.8%
East Texas 276,938 3,590 22.6% 15.2%
Statewide Average $233,984 $3,229 15.6% 26.5%

The distribution of minority groups across the state has severa)l fiscal
implications for these students. Hispanics are wost heavily concentrated in
South and West Texas, and they therefore tend to be concentrated in low-wealth
districts with low expendiZure 1levels. Blacks, on the cther hand, tend to
live in urban areas, which are somewhat wealthier ‘han average because of the
presence of commercial and industrial property. As a result, the average
Hispanic child lives in a district where expenditures per pupil were $3,071 in
1983-84, somewhat lower than the average of $3,409 for Anglos and $3,316 for
black students.

Texas includes a large number of districts--1,068, not including several
special districts for military bases, the Texas Youth Commission, and state
schools for the mentally retarded--with an enormous range of sizes: the
smallest districts 1in 1983-84 reported an average daily attendance (ADA) of
1.44, while Houston had 171,444 students. As table 3 shows, the smallest
districts include many of the oil-rich areas and therefore tend to be wealthy.
In general, both the lTargest and the smallest districts tend to be wealthier
than middle-sized districts. He'rever, aside from higher spending per pupil in
the very smallest districts, there < no particular relationship between size
and expenditures per pupil.
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Table 3
District Characteristics by Size of District, 1983-84

Total
Average Daily Number of Percent of Average Expenditures
Attendance Districts State ADA Wealth per Pupil

0- 100 85 0.2% $1,210,733 $6,060
100- 500 376 3.8% 361,245 3,803
500- 1,000 198 5.2% 293,648 3,365
1,000- 1,600 119 5.5% 251,343 3,292
1,600- 3,000 115 9.2% 198,971 3,258
3,000-10,000 115 19.7% 195,488 3,263
10,000-25,000 42 23.9% 206,954 3,376
25,000-50,000 12 13.9% 199,427 3,076
50,000 and over 6 18.4% 295,423 3,280
Statewide Average 1,068 $2,731,019 $ 233,984 $3,299

(ADA)

THE STRUCTURE OF FINANCING UNDER HOUSE BILL 72

Prior to H.B. 72, state aid was granted to districts on the basis of the
number of personnel employed. Under the new legislation, state aid is based
on the number of students in average daily attendance. The basic allotment
for each district is $1,290 per student for 1984-85 and $1,350 per student
each year thereafter. This is simply a starting point, however, because so
many adjustments are made to the basic allotment in determining a district's
aid.

One initial adjustment to the basic allotment 1is a provision that
provides additional aid to small and sparsely populated districts, dincluding
all those with an ADA of less than 1,600. (These 787 small districts included
only 15 percent of statewide ADA.) This adjustment is far from trivial: a
district with an ADA of 800, for example, receives a 20 percent or 32 percent
increase, with the higher increase for those districts that are sparsely
populated (larger than 300 square miles). The justification for this funding
s presumably that some districts suffer from diseconomies of small size.

A second set of adjustments to the basic allotment allows differences in
costs from special programs. Each student in compensatory education receives
an extra 20 percent of the adjusted basic allotment; each student in a
bilingual program receives an extra 10 percent; each vocational student
receives an additional 45 percent; and the weights for special education
students vary with the instructional arrangement. In the first year of House
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Bill 72, compensatery education costs were strorgly correiated with the
proportion of Hispanic childrer in school districts and only moderately
correlated with the proportion of black children; bilingual funds were
correlated with the presence of Hispanic children, as expected, while funds
for vocational education and special education were not highly correlated with
any particular group. (Appendix table 1 presents correlation coefficients
describing these relationships.) Compensatory and bilingual funds were more
concentrated 1in South Texas, because of the presence of Hispanic children in
these areas. It appears, then, that these funds are being distributed
appropriately among districts.

However a commonly expressed concern among the educators we interviewed
was that the weights in House Bill 72 are inadequate to fund these special
programs. Some administrators asserted that the weights were accurate but
resulted in insufficient funds when applied to the basic allotment, because
the $1,290 allotment itself was too low. In general, the aistricts felt that
the weights do not account for overhead and other related costs, such as
facilities and buses. This complaint was mentioned most often in relation to
the proposed special education weights; revised weights, generally higher,
have been approved by the State Board of Education but not by the state
legislaturn sinc: the passage of House Bill 72.

Price Differential Index

A more complex adjustment to the basic allotment 1involves the price
differential index (PDI). The PDI is a price index intended to reflect the
variation among districts in costs of providing education, since the
purchasing power of a dollar of state aid is not the same in all districts in
a state as large as Texas. Although the desirability of using a price index
in calculating state aid has been well known for several decades, only two
other states (Florida and Missouri) have adopted a price index, partly because
of the technical complexity of such indices and partly because of nolitical
resistance. In Texas, there were not only sound economic reasons for using
such an index--because of the tremendous variation in costs across the state--
but also political reasons: the coalition of districts that helped pass House
Bill 72 included low-wealth districts benefiting from equalization and
high-cost urban districts benefiting from the PDI.

For 1983-84, a temporary PDI was devised. For most districts this index
included the ratio of the total teacher salaries paid in the previous year in
other iistricts in the same county to the total minimum salary level of the
samz districts. (This portion of the index is based on the salaries of
neighboring districts in order to keep the PDI from acting as an incentive for
districts to increase their own salaries.) The salary ratfo is then added to
.10 times the proportion of a district's students who are "educationally
disadvantaged" (i.e., low-income students), to reflect the higher costs of
educating these students. The sum is then subject to a maximum and a minimum
for the highest and lowest 5 percent of districts and adjusted so that the
lowest PDI equals 1. Then a aistrict's basic allotment 1is increased by 75
percent of the amount by which a district's PDI exceeds 1; for example, a
district with a PDI of 1.10 would receive a 7.5 percent increase in its basic
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allotment.

In 1984-85, the PDI ranged from 1.00 to 1.289, so that it generated an
increase of up to 21.7 percent for districts with highest costs. The average
POI was 1.192, so that the average adjusted basic allotment (without
considering adjustments for small districts) was $1,476, considerably higher
than $1,290. The PDI turns out to be moderately positively correlated with
wealth and with size.® These patterns seem apprapriate, since urban districts
have higher costs cof 1iving and wealthy districts are 1ikely to have higher
land and housing costs. However, there are some curiosities in the index:
South Texas, the poorest region, has the highest average PDI (1.218), probably
because of the high proportion of low~income students, although 1t s
generally considered a low-cost region. Central Texas has a very low average
PDI (1.067), while the other regions are near the state average.

Unavoidably, the initial index adopted b' douse Bil)l 72 has generated a
great deal of controversy. Almost every district protested the use of teacher
salaries as a proxy for resource costs. Finince and budget directors
complained about the complexity of the PDI, buvt they also proclaimed that
other variables (e.g., economies of scale, business costs, the cost of living,
the district's wealth, and even Mexico's economy for border towns) should be
taken futo account. The prevalent feeling was that the PDI benefits the
large, urban, and wealthy districts more than others.

House Bill 72 specified that a Price Differential Index Committee should
be established to develop a more refined PDI. This revised PDI, adopted for
1985-86, 1s based on variation in ADA, the proportion of low-income students,
the county average wage of 1individuals 1in private firms and noneducation
public agencies, and density (students per square mile).* Even before its
application, this index has also been criticized for ignoring a variety of
other factors that affect costs. In addition, the method of calculation
ensures that differences among districts will be as small as possible, so that
this 1index probably undercorrects for price differences.® otill further
revisions to the PDI are being proposed, and it is likely that this part of
House Bill 72 will remain controversial.

The Equalizing Mechanism of House Bill 72

House Bill 72 operates by calculating a basic allotment for each
district, including adjustments for special programs, small districts, and the
PDI. In general, tais amount should not have an equalizing effect; in fact,
because the PDI is correlated with wealth, this amount would also be higher
for wealthy districts. The equalizing power of House Bill 72 comes from the
calculation of the "local share," an amount "which 1is higher for wealthy
districts than for poor districts. The amount of state aid, then, is the
adjusted basic allotment minus the local share, an amount that s
substantially higher for poor districts.

The 1local share is calculated so that the state funds 70 percent of the
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statewide costs associated with the
falling to 67.7 percent in 1985-86 and thereafter.
equalizing effect comes from the fact thav the
ratio of district property value per pupil to statewide property value per

transportation aid,

pupil. Thus, the wide disparities in property values shown in table 1

the calculation of aid.

Table 4 4llustrates this equalizing mechanism.

adj

usted
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basic aliotwme

al share depends
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plus
Its
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affect

The amount per pupil of

the foundation srhool program cost does not vary significantly by wealth of
district. Hewever, the Tocal share is much higher for wealthy distri.s, so
state aid per pupil from this component of House Bi11 72 is higher

districts--more than

for

poor

three times as much per pupil for the poorest pupils as
for the wealthiest ones.
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Table 4
The Equalizing Mechanism ui House Bill 72

Wealth Tctal Foundation
per Pupil School Program Cost

$ 0- 57,800 $1,911
57,800-111,400 1,933
111,400-155,500 1,896
155,500-191,271 1,853
191,271-245,000 1,896
245,000-342,500 1,928
342,500-407,800 1,980
Over $407,800 2,048
Statewide Average $1,925

in effect 1increase
calculatiny state aid.

educational offerings.

chapter) that weaith-based
substantial, even after the changes of House Bill 72, the strengthening of the
equalizing effect seems appropriate.

Lecal Cost State Cost
per Pupil per Pupil

$

129
231
341
448
565
742
969
1,456

$1,862
1,703
1,555
1,405
1,331
1,186
1,011
592

The equalizing mechanism of House Bi1l 72 will become slightly
in 1985-86, largely because the local share increases from 30 percent to 33.3
percent of the total foundation school program in the state.

stronger

This change will

the importance of differences in property value in

In 1ight of our

Enrichment Equalization Allotment

findi

inequalities 1in

ngs
exp

(presented Tlater

in

this

enditures per pupil remain

Only districts with wealth per student less

32

than

Yet another mechanism of equalization in House Bill 72 is the enrichment
equalization allotment (EEA), which provides a special incentive for districts
of moderate and low wealth to increase their local tax rates to "enrich" their
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percent of tne statewide average ($248,185 in this analysis) receive EFA. The
maximum aid per student is 35 percent of the district's other foundation
school &llocation in 1984 85, but this maximum aid is adjusted according to
property value per pupil so that low-wealth districts receive more than
high-wealth districts. The incentive effect ¢f EEA is due to the fact that
aid increases as a district's tax rate increases \subject to a maximum), so
that a 10 percent increase in the local rate increases EEA aid by 10 percent.®

During interviews, several .udministrators criticized equalization
enrichment aid because 1{ts calculation does not include the tax rate
supporting capital expenditures. However, this comment appears to be due to a
misunderstanding about the EEA formula, which does allow districts to use
their total tax (rather than their tax rate for operating expenditures only)
in calculating their EEA. In fact, this s the only provision in H.B. 72 that
provides any state aid because of capital and interest costs; the lack of any
other funding for debt service and capital . penditures is discussed jzter in
this chapter.

Of the 1,068 school districts in Texas, 720 received equalization aid in
1984-85. The average wealth for these districts was $158,710 per pupil, 64
percent of the :tatewid: average wealth per pupii. As table 5 indicates, the
amount of equalization enrichment aid 4is strongly related to wealth.
Therefore, this form of aid does have a strong equalizing effect as intended,
although the amounts of aid are much smaller than aid from the state's share
of the toundation school programs.

Table 5
Other Components of State Aid by District Wealth

Enrichment Experienced Equalization

Wealth Equalization Teacher Transition

per pupil Allotment Allotment Entitlement
$ 0- 57,800 $440 $104 $ 0
57,800-111,400 368 65 0
111,400-155,500 290 39 0
155,500-191,271 195 30 0
191,271-245,000 87 26 10
245,000-342,500 2 27 36
342,500-407,800 0 54 37
Over $407,800 0 30 224
Statewide Average $164 $ 43 $ 24
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enrichment allotment per pupil, $281, because of 1{ts low average property
value; the West Texas region is second with $257 (as table 6 indicates). East
Texas receives the least amount of equalization aid, $91 per pupil. Again
because of patterns of wealth, districts with high proportions of Hispanic
children tend to receive more EEA, while those with high proportions of black
students tend to receive less.

Table 6
Other Components of State Aid by Region

Enrichment Experienced Equalization

Equalization Teacher Transition

Allotment Allotment Entitiement
Panhandle $214 $39 $30
North Central Texas 120 28 24
West Texas 257 60 18
South Texas 281 74 18
Central Texac 177 35 18
East Texas ! 33 18
Statewide Average $164 $43 $24

The enrichment equalization aid formula stipulates that the maximum
entitlement will be reduced from 35 percent to 30 percent beginning in the
1985-86 school year and continuing thereafter. This change will reduce the
incentive for moderate- and low-wealth districts to increase their tax rates,
so that both local revenues in these districts and state EEA will decline,’
The result will be to dilute siightly the equalizing effects of House Bill 72.

The Experienced Teacher Allotment

House Bi'1 72 also provided an experienced teacher aliotment (ETA),
intended to compensate partfally those districts with many experienced
teachers for their higher salary costs. One component of the ETA is based on
the ratio of the district's property value per pupil to the state average
property value per pupil, so that poor districts might receive more ETA.
Arother component of tne ETA formula 15 in effect based on the ratio of the
district's average minimum teacher salary to that of the state as a whole, so
that districts that have more eaperienced teachers than average (and thus a
higher average minimum teacher salary) receive more ETA. Districts therefore
have an 1incentive to hire more experienced teachers, an incentive which is
greater for poor districts. In fact, districts with experience levels below
the state average receive no ETA.

In one sense, the ETA components are potentially contradictury. The
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equalizing component implies that poor districts should get more FiA, but as
wealthier dis ricts can more readily afford to hire experienced teachers, the
second component could fead to poor districts receiving relatively less ETA.
In fact, the two effects almost cancel each other out: table 5 shows that,
while the poorest districts do tend to receive slightly more ETA, the
differences by wealth are not especially large.

Hovever, other patterns for ETA emerged from the data. One is that
districts with high proportions of Hispanic pupils receive more ETA. ETA is
also positively correlated with the propertion of blacks and with district
size, although more moderately. Evidently, these districts tend to have more
experienced teachers and thus qualify for more ETA.

The average ETA in the state was only $43 per pupil, a rather modest sum
compared to other provisions of House Bill 72. Perhaps because of the small
amount of aid, many districts surveyed (both those receiving and those not
receiving ETA) reported that this provision would not affect hiring practices
at all. Most personnel officers contend that they hire the best people they
can, regardless of the aid. Many showed a desire to promote teachers from
within a district, rather than trying to hire experienced teachers from
outside the district. It seems 1ikely that this provision of House Bill 72 is
relatively ineffective as a stimulus to districts, although it has tended to
help those districts with unavoidably higher costs because of experienced
teachers.

Equalization Transition Entitlement

The equalization transition entitlement (ETE) was designed to moderate
the effects of House Bi11 72 for those very wealthy districts whose state aid
was reduced for the years 1984-85 through 1986-87. ETE replaces part of the
loss in state aid per pupil over the previous year--60 percent of the loss in
1984-85, 40 percent 1in 1985-86, and 20 percent in 1986-87. After 1987, ETE
will no longer be in effect. A district's entitlement is adjusted for tax
effort, so that a higher tax rate generates more ETE, providing an incentive
to keep tax rates up. In fact, another provision in the ETE formula provides
for a reduction in ETE: 1if a district's tax levy does not increase enough to
make up the unreimbursed shortfall in state aid between one year and the next,
then ETE is reduced, providing still another incentive for these very weaithy
d'stricts to keep their tax rates high.

In 1984-85, 25 percent of all districts (272), which include 23 percent
of all students, received transition aid. These districts receive an average
of $114 per pupil, although the wealthiest districts received about twice this
amount (see tables 5 and 6). The average wealth of this group is $441,557,
1.8 times the statewide average. As table 5§ clarifies, all ETE goes to
districts above the median wealth level, and about half goes to the wealthiest
5 percent of districts. Jince the purpose of transition aid is to soften the
blow of reductions in foundation state aid, this pattern is not surprising.
However, ETE does undermine the equalizing intent cf the rest of House Bill

72.
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No other strong patterns of ETE emerge. There is a weak tendency for
East Texas and Panhandle districts to receive more than other regions, and for
districts with high proportions of both black and Hispanic students to receive
somewhat less, but these differences are not particularly large.

Other Provisions of House Rill .2 with Fiscal Implications

The funding formulas reviewed above generate the majority of revenues to
school districts. However, there are numerous other measures in House Bill 72
that affect the financing of public education, some accompanied by state
revenues and some of them requiring that districts must fund from local
revenues.

House Bill 72 requires that districts establish a career ladder for
teachers and administrators. The career ladder, analyzed more fully in the
next section of this chapter and in chapter 2, is funded by a grant of $100
per pupil, $30 of which must be used for salary supplements required by the
career ladder.

Another requirement is that districts with at least fifteen eligible
children must offer a prekindergarten program for low-income or limited
English proficiency children, beginning in 1985-86. This program 1is partly
funded by the state, with a $36.% million appropriation for 1985-86 and $45
million for 1986-87; the state's share is higher for poor districts than for
wealthy districts, so that differences in the abflities of poor and wealthy
districts to fund prekindergarten programs will be somewhat reduced.
Districts with bilingual education will be required to offer a summer
bilingual preschool program beginning in the summer of 1985, with a separate
state appropriation of $5.7 million. These two preschool programs are
analyzed in greater detail in chapter 8.

Finally, House Bill 72 prescribes a maximum class size of twenty-two for
kindergarten, first, and second grades beginning in 1985-86; this ratio will
apply to third and fourth grades beginning in 1988-89. These provisions will
require many districts to hire new teachers and build new classrooms, although
these additional costs will not be supported ty the state. The consequences
for districts, and the potential hardships for poor districts, are analyzed
below.

A number of school district administrators, some from average-sized and
average-wealth districts, indicated concern about the burden imposed by
requiring but not funding (or not funding fully) the maximum class size and
the prekindergarten and summer bilingual programs. Several districts
predicted that additional bond 1{ssues would be necessary to support
construction of new facilities. Other districts indicated that a tax rate
increase would be necessary, while another district said it would use state
compensatory education funds for a prekindergarten and summer bilingual
program. However districts plan tuv meet these requirements, it appears that
new programs and requirements without state support generate some fiscal
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stress within districts, at least for those of low and moderate wealth.

THE INITIAL EFFECTS OF HOUSE BILL 72 ON SALARIES AND
EXPENDITURES

The complete effects of House Bill 72 will not be known for several
years, as different changes 1{n the legislation begin to take effect and as
districts continue to adjust to the new financing mechanisms. Nonetheless, it
is valuable to examine the initfal effects of House Bi11 72 on expenditures in
1984-85, to <ee if these effects are consistent with the intent of the
legislation. The results in this sectfon are based on a survey administered
in the fall of 1984, by the Texas Association of School Boards and the Texas
Association of School Adminfstrators. (An appendix to this chapter describes
these data more fully.) Therefore, the findings in this section represent the
reported plans of school districts for expenditures in 1984-85, rather than
final expenditures.

Effects on Salar

One fundamental purpose of 4{ncreased state afid was to 1{ncrease the
salaries of public school employees, especially teachers. As summarized in
table 7, districts reported that teacher salaries averaged $20,426 in 1983-84
and $22,455 in 1984-85, an increase of $2,029 or nearly 10 percent.®* This
fncrease was somewhat higher than the growth rate of salaries in private
employment, estimated to be about 6.6 percent for 1984.° Since inflation has
been about 3.5 percent over the past year, the dincrease in real or
inflatfon-adjusted teacher salaries was about 6.5 percent. Surprisingly, this
was not necessarily greater than increases that have occurred in the past. In
1982-83 teacher salaries increased 11.5 percent over the previous year, a real
increase of 7.2 percent; the increase fn 1981~82 was 11.8 percent (a real
increase of 5.6 percent), and the increase in 1980-81 was 11.3 percent (a real
increase of 2.6 percent).!®

However, salary increases were not evenly spread among teachers. The
TASB/TASA survey asked districts to report their lowest, average, and highest
teacher salaries to give some fdea of the range of salaries being paid within
districts. In 1983-84, the average low salary was $14,198, and this increased
22 percent to $17,341 in 1984-85. However, the reported average salary
increased by only 12 percent, from $20,335 to $22,800;'! and the reported
highest teacher salary increased by 8.5 percent, from $28,331 to $30,742.
This indicates that salaries of beginning teachers and those with 1ittle
experience have increased much more than moderate and high salaries, tending
to compress salary differentials within districts. These results corroborate
some restlts from interviews in a sample of districts, analyzed at a greater
length in chapter 2: teachers and administrators have fndicated that House
Bi11 72 provided a considerable boost to starting teacher salaries, but did
less to increase salarfies for more experienced teachers.

One provision of House Bi11 72 designed to increase starting salaries is
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Tabie 7
Salaries and Expenditures in Texas School Districts

Unweighted Weighted
1983-84 1984-85 i983-84 1984-85
Teachers $18,190 $20,957 $20,426 $22,455
Administrators 23,228 35,253 32,156 35,329
Other Professionals 19,860 22,509 23,818 25,372
Paraprofessionals/

Clericals 9,507 10,413 10,486 11,176
Auxiliary 7,539 8,214 9,251 10,049
Low Teacher Salary 12,920 16,613 14,198 17,341
Average Teacher Salary 18,228 21,040 20,335 22,800
High Teacher Salary 24,575 27,601 28,331 30,742
Operating Expenditure

per Student 2,800 3,274 2,581 2,827

the minimum salary of $15,200, a 37 percent increase over the previous minimum
of $11,100. Of the 667 districts that provided information on their lowest
salaries, 137 (or about 20 percent) reported paying starting teachers exactly
$15,200. Those at the minimum are generally small districts, since only 9 of
these uistrict have enrollments over 3,000. Although the direct influence of
the minimum salary is 1imited to only one-fifth of the districts, fts indirect
influence 1s much greater, because many districts try to keep their salaries
well above the minimum as a way of attracting more teachers.

Other district personnel also received substantial salary increases in
1984-85. Statewide salaries for administrators increased from an average of
$32,156 1n 1983-84 to $35,329 in 1984-85, a 10 percent increase comparable to
the increase that teachers received. Other personnel received somewhat lower
increases. Paraprofessional and clerical salaries rose from $10,486 to
$11,176, an increase of 6.6 percent; average salaries for auxiliary employees
(1ike janitors and food service workers) increased 8.6 percent, from $9,251 to
$10,049; and salaries of other professional personnel (1ike counselors and
1ibrariarns) increased 8 percent, from $23,818 to $25,732. Therefore, teachers
and administrators received the highest proportional salary increases, while
paraprofessional, clerical, and auxiliary employees received lower relative
increases. Salary growth outpaced the 3.5 percent {nflation rate for all
groups and was generally greater than the average salary increase of 6.6
percent projected for the private sector.
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The Career Ladder

An important change in House Bi11 72 was the establishment of a career
ladder for teachers, providing a supplement of up to $2,000 for some teachers
selected on the basis of merit. As the career ladder continues to be one of
the most controversial aspects of House Bill 72, information about its
operation is of special interest.

Of the 679 districts responding to the TASB/TASA questionnaire, only one
third (or less) responded to questions about the career ladder. The others
reported that they had not yet made any decisions about the career ladder, and
many reported that they were waiting for guidelines from the State Board of
Education. The finding that the majority of districts had not made any
decisions about the career ladder by the fall of 1984 corroborates our
evidence from interviewing in districts, where we discovered a great deal of
uncertainty and confusion about the career ladder. The low response rate to
questions about the career ladder means that our results are subject to
considerable error and should be interpreted only as suggestive.

House Bill 72 provides procedures for determining how many teachers are
eligible for level II of the career ladder and then allows districts to
promote all or only some of those eligible. Those districts who responded to
these questions reported that 56 percent of their teachers would be eligible
for the career ladder 1in 1984-85. Of those eligible, districts planned to
promote 71 percent to level II. This suggests that almost 34 percent of all
teachers would be promoted to 1level II during this school year. However,
these averages may be misleading because of large variation among districts.
For example, 13 percent of districts reported that they would promote
one-third or less of eligible teachers to level II, while 29 percent reported
they would promote all eligible teachers. This variation appears to reflect
the exercise of considerable cdiscretion among districts. While larger
districts report that they will promote a slightly lower proportion of
eligible teachers, there is no tenden-y for wealthy districts to promote more.

-

House Bi11 72 presumes that districts will provide a salary supplement of
$2,000 to every teacher promoted on the career ladder, unless the state
allotments to fund the career ladder are 1insufficient; the supplements can
then be reduced to $1,500. Of the districts that responded, 169 (or 59
percent) planned to provide a supplement of $1,500 while only 81 (28 percent)
planned to offer the full $2,000; the remainirg districts planned to give a
supplement between $1,500 and $2,000. The amount of the supplement i{s not,
surprisingly, related to wealth; if anything, there is a slight tendency for
wealth to be negatively correlated with the supplement. Large districts tend
to have lower supplements, possibly because they have higher salaries to begin
with.

Based on this information, it appears that the state aid for the career
ladder 1s dinsufficient in most districts to fund the career ladder fully,
since most districts are provid’ .3 less than the full $2,000 supplement.
However, the adequacy of funding for the career ladder is a tricky issue.
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House Bill 72 provides $100 per pupil for an educational improvement and
career ladder allotment, and requires that at least $30 per pupil of that
amount be spent on the career ladder itself 1in 1984-85; hewever, districts
could spend an additional $35 per pupil of the career ladder allotment on the
career ladder, as well as 1local revenues. From d{nterviews with schoo)
district administrators, it appears that most cistricts are using just $30 per
pupil to fund the career ladder, with the remaining $70 per pupil going to
other purposes permitted by House Bi11 72. Apparently, then, the required $30
per pupil 1s insufficient to fund the career 1ladder fuily, while $100 per
pupil might be sufficient (at least in the first years of House Bi11 72, when
only level II is relevant).

The TASB/TASA survey also asked districts whether they have any other
incentive pay plan. Of the 615 districts that responded to this question, 99
(or 16 percent) reported that they had some other {incentive plan. These
districts tend to be substantially larger than districts without their own
plan. They report that they plan to promote 74 percent of eligible teachers
to level II, while those without their own plans will promote 64 percent,
suggesting that districts with their own incentive plans are more willing to
use the career ladder as well. There seem to be no other marked differences
between these two groups of districts, although there is a small correlation
between wealth and the existence of an incentive pay plan.!?

Because our results for career ladder plans are based on so few
responses, they may not be conclusive. However, they do suggest that it would
be valuable to monitor district plans for the career ladder as these plans
become more firmly estabiished.

Operating Expenditures

The districts responding to the TASB/TASA questionnaire reported that
operating expenditures per pupil averaged $2,827 in 1984-85, compared to a
1983-84 figure of $2,581.1* Therefore, state average expenditures per pupil
increased about 9.5 percent.

Teacher salaries represented 49 percent of total expenditures in 1984-85,
Paraprofessional and clerical salaries represented 7 percent; administrators
and auxiliary personnel salaries each accounted for another 8 percent; and
other professional personnel salaries accounted for 4 percent. Collectively,
these five categories of personnel cost accounted for almost 77 percent of
total operating budgets. Teacher salaries in 1984-85 are a somewhat higher
fraction than they were the previous year, when they constituted 46.5 percent
of current operating expenditure. Thus, the major effect of House Bill 72 has
been to increase expenditures generally, with spending on teachers receiving a
small extra increase.
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Additional Costs: The Effects of Minimum Class Size

House Bi11 7& requires districts to meet a maximum class size of
twenty-two pupils for kindergarten through second grade, beginning in the
1985-86 schonl year. This will require some districts to hire new teachers
and to provide more <lassrooms for these smaller classes. Of the 623
districts that reported how many additional teachers they would need, 19
percent reported that they would need none; another 57 percent indicated a
n~ed for one to five teachers, and 24 percent responued that they would need
more than rfive teachers. A faw laige districts account for the bulk of the
3,872 total ext a4 teachers that districts said they would need: Houston
reported that it would need 557; Fort Worth, 175; orpus Christ, 137; E1 Paso,
155; and Austin, 104.

Overall, the number of additional .eachers .~aded amounts to on average
increase of 3.3 percent {in .otal teachers (for all grade levels) in the
reporting districts. However, the need for teachers will be higher 1n
low-spending districts. Those spending less than the median expenditure per
pupil reported that they woula require an average of 3.6 percent more
teachers, whi e high-spending districts will require an average o€ 2.7 nercent
more. The reason is simply that high-spending districts wusually h. lower
pupil/teacher ratios already, and thus more of them are already under the
maximum class size or are relatfively close %o {*.

The requirement of smaller classes will also cause many districts to
build new classrooms. Almost 48 percent of districts indicated that they had
unused classroons avaflab’e to ak.or* all or part of the additional classes
required; 31 percenit responded t they would not need to build any
additfonal classrooms. The other € percent of districts reported that they
would have to add another 3,388 classrocms. (Not surprisingly, the numoer of
additional classrooms necessary is only slightly less than the number of
additional teachers necessary, and the number of additiona, classrooms a
district needs is highly :zorrelated with the number ¢f additional teachers.)
The six largest districts account for about one-third of these. The burden of
building new classrooms again seems to fall more heavily on low-spending
districts: the ratio of n2w classrooms per existing teacher--a crude measure
of the relative {ncrease in classrooms--was 3 percent for low-spending
districts but 2.5 percent for high-spending ristricts. Evidently, high-
spending districts tend to have smaller classes already and will be less
likely to n.ed to build new classrooms.

The need for additional teachers and classrooms broken down by
pupil/teacner ratios shows a clear pattern: as the existing pupil/teacher
ratio 1increases, the need for additional teachers and classrooms {ncreases
(see table 8). The need for additional pupils and teachars is especfally
great in those districts with the highect pupil/teacher ratfos. Many of the
districts with higher pupil/teacher ratios are larger districts; conversely,
many of the districts with ow ratios are small rural districts that often
don't have enough pupils in every grade to have larn class sizes. At the
same time, districts that already have higher .atios and greater need for
additicnal teachers and classrooms tend to have lower property values as well,
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while districts with low pupil/teacher ratios and lower needs for more
teachers and classrooms tend to be wealthier.
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Table 8
Wealth Per Pupil and Additional Costs by Pupil/Teacher Ratio

Additional Additional
Pupil/Teacher Ratio Wealth Teachers Classrooms
Less Than/Equal to 13:1 $577,720 1.135 1.079
Greater Than 13:1 Less
Than/Equal to 16:1 $352,280 2.771 2.731
Greater Than 16:1, Less
Than/Equal to 17:1 $213,481 5.636 6.323
Greater Than 17:1 $245,039 13.826 11.600

Under House Bi11 72, the cost of decreasing the class size to twenty-two
must come entirely from local revenues, because state aid increases only as
average daily attendance increases and not when ADA is fixed and the number of
teachers increases. Similarly, all capital costs are paid wholly by local
funds, since Texas has no state aid for capitai outlays. Thus, the costs of
meeting the maximum class size will come wholly from local revenues and will
fall somewhat more heavily on low-spending, low-wealth districts that are
least able to raise local revenue.

Equalization

A majcr purpose of House Bi11 72 was to equalize district expenditures
within the state of Texas--that is, to narrow the gap ..etween the expenditures
of wealthy, high-spending districts and low-wealth, low-spending districts.
The current operating expenditures reported to TASB/TASA indicate that
fnequalities in spending have been reduced. As table 9 indizates, spending in
the wealthiest districts in 1983-84 averaged $3,667--$1,605 par pupil, or 78
percent more than the average of $2,062 spent in the poorest districts. In
1984-85, the spending advantage of the wealthiest districts had fallen to 44
percent, or $1,173 per pupil. Similarly, the advantage of the near-wealthiest
districts over the near-poorest fell from $715 per pupil, or 34 percent 1in
1983-84 to $616, or 25 percent, in 1984-85. These findings are similar to the
results using TEA's data on expenditures per pupil, presented 1in appendix
table 2. (The spending differences are larger in TEA data than in the
TASB/TASA data because the latter omit some small, wealthy, high-spending
districts.)

Similarly, the gap betweer teacher salaries in rich and poor districts,
which determine their ability to hire good teachers, fell in 1984-85. The
difference between the wealthiast and t'- ‘oorest districts in average teacher
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Changes in Teacher Salaries and Expenditures hy Wealth

Wealth Low Teacher Salary Average Teacher Salary
per Pupil 1983-84  1984-85 1983-84 1984-85
$ 0- 57,800 $12,113 $17,023 $17,195 $21,378
57,800-111,400 12,241 16,189 17,246 20,336
111,400-155,500 12,335 16,559 18,336 21,295
155,500-191,271 13,774 17,361 20,215 23,053
191,271-245,000 14,283 17,379 20,624 23,104
245,000-342,500 15,158 17,929 21,613 23,850
342,500-407,800 16,145 18,271 22,186 23,898
Over $407,800 15,568 18,262 21,849 24,296
Statewide Average $14,165 $17,391 $20,278 $22,768
Wealth Operating Expenditures per Pupil
per Pupil 1983-84 1984-85
$ 0- 57,800 $ 2,062 $ 2,674
57,800-111,400 2,126 2,440
111,400-155,550 2,276 2,451
155,500-191,271 2,389 2,776
191,271-245,000 2,525 2,786
245,000-342,500 2,831 3,142
342,500-407,800 2,841* 3,056**
Over $407,800 3,567 3,847
Statewide Average $ 2,537 $ 2,851

*Without Houston $2,975
**Without Houston $3,228

salaries was $4,654 in 1983-84 and fell to $2,918 in 1984-85. The gap in
beginning teacher salaries fell from $3,455 to $1,235, a larger reduction in
both absolute and relative terms. Thus, House Bill 72 has done more to
equalize starting teacher salaries than to equalize either average teacher
salaries or overall expenditures per pupil.

There are many othes ways to show the relationships among wealth,
expenditures per pupil, and teacher salaries, but they all generate the same
conclusion. In the first year after House Bill 72, both expenditure
differences and differences 1in teacher salaries between rich and poor
districts have narrowed, it not vanished. No matter how the data are
analyzed, substantial differences rer .in between rich and poor districts.!®
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0f course, 1t may be that districts have not fully adjusted their
expenditures to the new state aid patterns of House Bill 72. If wealthy
district: have adjusted the’r expenditures while poor districts have not, this
would tend to dampen the equalizing effects of House Bill 72, which gives much
more aid to low-wealth districts than was previously the case. Unless this
effect is powerful, however, it appears that House Bill 72 has been only
moderately successful in eyualizing expenditures and teacher salaries.

CONCLUSIONS: THE CONTINUING PROBLEMS OF FINANZTING
SCHOOLS IN TEXAS

In many ways, the financing changes introduced by House Bi11 72 have been
successful, even in the first year. Teacher salaries increased substantially,

escecially for beginning teachers. “he increase in state aid has slightly
shifted the funding of schools avay from the local property tax--the most
disliked of all major taxes--toward state taxes.!® In a state where

equalization has been a constant source of concern over the past decade, House
Bill 72 reduced the disparities in expenditures and teacher salaries between
the poor and wealihy districts somewhat.

House Bill 72 also made a series of other, smaller changes in specific
programs. The increases in funds for compensatory education, bilinguil
education, and education for handicapped children--analyzed in chapters 4, 5,
and b6--have been welcome< by advocates for these groups of children. The
changes in funding for vocational education--examined in chapter 7--are more
controversial, although they have the petential to reduce the high costs of
these programs.

There are nizn, other changes whose effects cannot yet be evaluated. The
career ladder is one of these: although funding for the career ladder was a
miniscule portion of House Bill 72, the controversy over this provision has
been enormous, ard 1its effects on teacher quality will not be evident for
seeral years. Similar.y, the requirements for prekindergarten programs and
summer preschoui programs have led districts to begin planning for them,
although the quality and effectiveness of these novel programs will again be
unknow:i for several years.

In the 1985 1legislative session, no changes were made to the funding
provisions of House i1l 72, Despite the fact that a revenue shortage
developed ard many legisiators wanted to curtail school funding to increase
expenditures in other areas, the supporters of House Bi11 72 managed to keep
its funding 1intact. However, 1t became equally clear that the schools of
Texas can anticipate no new funding in the near future. Both the 1983 and the
1985 legislative sessions had to wrestle with revenue shortages, and these are
unlikely to disappear. The long-term prospects for oil and gas severance
taxes, which 1in the past have provided about 1/4 percent of state revenues,
are dismal, and Texas has a tax structure which is relatively unresponsive to
economic growth.® As a result, it is 1ikely that new funds will be available
for <chools only if new taxes or tax increases are enacted. .
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As a result, the deficiencies in House Bil! 72 are likely to remain for
some time. There are several provisions of the legislation that have been
applauded but that educators feel are inadequately funded. For example,
teacher salaries increased because of House Bill 72, but experienced teachers
generally complain that their increases have been too small. Educators have
welcomed the increased funding for bilingual education, compensatory
education, and special education, but the demands on these funds are
increasing--especially with declines 1in federal revenues--so these programs
sti11 seem underfunded. The revenues designated for the career ladder seem
inadequate to fund it at the level the legislature deemed appropriate. In
general, many commeniators feel that the basic allotment, which averaged
$1.919 per pupil after adjustments, was too low in a state where the average
expenditure per pupil is about $2,800. However, the 1increases 1in state
funding tnat these complaints imply are unlikely to materialize without a tax
increase. Despite this fact of political reality, it 1is worth outlining
several problems that House Bii1 72 has helped create, and that will continue
to trouble school financing in Texas until new state revenues materialize.

State Funding and State Requirements

The State of Texas can influence local educational practice either
through funding or through the requirements it imposes on local districts.
House Bill 72 contains both kinds of provisions, of course, but the two
mechanisms are not always coordinated. There are several cases of
requirements without funds. The maximum class size of twenty-two 1in

indergarten through grade two is one example; such a requirement forces some
districts to come up with local revenues to pay for more teachers and more
classrooms. Since poor districts are more likely to have overcrowded
classrooms, this requirement results in a heavier burden on them than on
wealthy districts. The interaction of House Bi1l 246 and House Bill 72
provides another example: House Bill 246 required changes 1in curriculum
without funding, and administrators admit that they were forced to use
revenues from House Bi11 72 to finance the curriculum changes - of House Bill
246 The tutorials required by House Bill 72 are another example: since the
tutorials are not specifically funded, many districts are using state
compensatory education funds, although these funds are not necessarily
calculated to cover the costs of tutorials and other forms of remediation.

In subsequent years, districts will face additional requirements from
House Bill 72, yet state funding will not increase as it did in 1984-85. On
the contrary, for many districts state funds will decrease, just as new
requirements come into place. The costs of the Texas Educational Assessment
of Minimum Skills (VZAMS) tests, the extension of the maximum class size to
grades three and four beginning in 1988, the extension of the career ladder to
levels III and IV in subsequent years, and the requirement of a summer
preschool program beginning 1in the summer of 1985 are all examples of
requirements that will begin to affect districts while state funding remains
level (or even declines) for most districts.

The practice of requiring districts to provide services without
specifically providing funding is common, but it leads to several problems.
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One of them is local resistance ‘o state mandates. Another is a pattern of
inequality, since wealthy districts can fund additional requirements without
any trcuble, while poor districts must struggle to increase funds and must
sometimes pay for new requirements from funds that would otherwise go for the
normal costs of instruction. In general, then, the practice in House Bill 72
of imposing requirements on districts without providing funding may generate
problems for school districts over the next several years.

Funding for Capital Expenditures

The requirement of a maximum class size in House Bill 72 illustrates
another continuing problem of school finance in Texas: the funding of capital
expendi tures. Because of high growth rates, school debt in Texas is very
high. According to the Texas Comptroller of Public Accounts, Texas public
school  systems 1in 1981-82 reported the highest amount of total debt
outstanding among all states, just under $4.7 billion.!” This was an 1increase
of 5.1 percent from the previous year and represented 13 percent of total debt
of all public school systems in the United States. By comparison, Texas has
7.8 percent of all classroom teachers, 7 percent of all districts and 7.6
percent of total enrollment in the United States. Outstanding debt per capita
was $318.72 in Texas, which ranks third behind Alaska and Wyoming. Texas
ranks first among the ten industrial and five regional states 1in outstanding
debt per capita.!®

" rrently, there are no provisions for state afd to cover capital costs.
i sult s another form of the equalization problem: as table 10
friustrates, wealthy districts have much higher capital expenditures than poor
districts, even though their tax rates for debt service are much lower. Both
the maximum class size requirement and the prekindergarten requirement in
House Bill 72 will affect poor districts more than wealthy districts by
necessitating additional classrooms, compounding the 1{nequities that now
exist.

The only real solution to this problem is to provide state aid
specifically for construction. Thirty-one states provide some form of state
aid for construction: three assume all costs, eight assume some fraction of
costs, twenty provide grants for capital outlays; and eight make loans to
districts or subsiuize interest costs. Only fifteen states including Texas
'rovide no aid for capital costs. Given the requirements of House Bill 72
that affect construction and the wealth-based inequalities in capital outlays,
the idea of state aid for construction merits more attention in the future.

Changes in House Bi11 72 and the Continuing Problem of Equalization

Although House Bill 72 reduced the differences between rich and poor
districts, large disparities remain. As table 9 illustrates, the differences
in the operating expenditures per pupil between the richest and poorest
districts are still substantial--almost $1,200 per pupil. The disparities
between moderately wealthy and moderately poor districts are also serfous, and
differences in teacher salaries compound the problem.
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Debt Service and Capital Outlays by Wealth, 1983-84

Debt Service Capital OQutlay
Wealth Expenditures Expenditures Debt Service
per Pupil per Pupil pe Pupil Tax Rate

$ 0- 57,800 $104 $214 .200
57,800-111,400 147 230 .160
111,400-155,500 192 314 .140
155,500-191,271 218 254 .118
191,271-245,000 295 340 . 126
245,000-342,500 292 444 .095
342,500-407,800 275* 406** .066***
Over $407,800 389 811 .060

Statewide Average $238 $350 .119

*Without Houston $341
**Without Houston $569
***Without Houston .085

The equalizing mechanism of House Bill 72 will probably grow slightly
stronger in 1985-86. The wasic allotment increases in 1985-86 from $1,290 to
$1,350, a change that will add a roughly equal amount of state aid per pupil
in rich and poor districts. The mechanism that gives House Bi11 72 its
equalizing power--the calculatfon of a 1local share of foundation school
program costs that 1{s larger for wealthfer districts--will become more
equalizing as the local share increases from 30 percent of total costs 1in
1984-85 to 33.3 percent in 1985-86 and thereafter. (This same mechanism also
affects the calculation of the experienced teacher allotment.)

However, there are minimal provisfons for state afid under House Bill 72
to increase after 1985-86 (except as attendance grows). With continued
inflation, districts will increasingly be forced to raise local revenues to
cover the costs of schooling, and these local revenues will inevitably be
larger in wealthier districts. On the whole, then, the equalizing effects of
House Bi11 72 will begin to grow weaker after 1985-86.

We conclude, therefore, that the {ssue of equalization will remain a
persistent problem 1{n Texas. Expenditure differences have not been
eliminated, and they may start to grow wider as the equalizing power of House
Bill 72 is diluted in the future. The only real solutfons will be {ncreases
in state aid, together with revisions in the patterns of aid among districts.
Until such reforms are again possible, it is crucial to continue monitoring
the patterns of spending within Texas.
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Appendix
A DESCRIPTION OF DATA SOURCES

In this chapter we relied on data frem the lexas Education Agency and
from a survey conducted by the Texas Association of School Boards and the
Texas Association of School Administrators.

The TASB/TASA data were collected by a survey mailed to all) districts in
the fall or 1984. Usable responses were provided by 679 of the 1,068
districts in the state. While this sample is not complete, it appears to be
biased only in underrepresenting smal), wealthy districts. For the districts
responding to the survey, 1983-84 ADA was 3,063, compared to 2,557 for all
districts; property value per pupil was $344,829, compared to a statewide
average of $394,707; and operating expenditures per pupil were $2,873, very
close to the average of $2,923 for all distri=ts. Because of the
underrepresentation of wealthy districts in the TASB/TASA data, results based
on these figures do not show as much variat.on as TEA data do. However, the
patterns revealed by the two sources of data are identical. Table 2 in this
appendix presents some comparisons of the TEA and the TASB/TASA data for
expenditures anc teacher salaries.

The TASB data included responses about budget figures, salaries, and
additional costs due to the maximum class size and the career ladder.
Personnel figures were broken down by category (administrators, teachers,
auxiliary personnel, paraprofessionals, and others), as were payroll
expenditures. Teacher salaries were reported by low, average, and high
salaries. Additional costs included the number of additional classrooms and
teachers needed and the number of existing but unused classrooms. Information
was provided regarding the amount of career ladder supplement being paid, the
number of teachers eligible for level II of the career ladder and the number
of people actually being promoted, and the districts which alsu offer other
merit pay 1incentives. In most cases, this information was gathered for
1983-84 and 198"-85, allowing a consistent com.arison of changes.

The TEA data used were complete for all 1,068 districts. The 1983-84
data from TEA 1included total revenue figures from various sources, federal
revenue by purpuse, expenditure figures by purpose, personnel by category
(e.g., suopnrt/admiiistration, teachers, aides, and total personnel), total
minim' _.u actual salary figures, enrollment figures by ethnic group,
attendance, membership, and property value. For 1984-85, TEA provided us with
the data used in the fall of 1984 for the preliminary calculation of state
aid, 1in order to analyze the amounts of projected aid that districts had to
rely on when planning their 1984-85 expenditures. These figures included
information on the components of state aid, including the costs of special
programs, calculation of foundation school program costs, experienced teacher
allotments, equalization enrichment, equalization transition, and the PDI.
While these are preliminary rather than final calculations of state aid, the
differences between preliminary and final calculations depend in most cases on
changes in ADA; therefore, the per pupil figure reported in this chapter
should not be substantially affected.
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Appendix table 1 presents correlation coefficients among wealth, size
(ADA), percent black, percent Hispanic, and various measures of expenditures,
salaries, and state aid. These correlations describe the pasic relationships
in the data available to us.

Another data source is a Fall 1984 survey sent by TEA to all school
districts, asking questions similar to those on the TASB/TASA questionnaire
about planned expenditures and salaries for 1983~84. While we planned to
analyze these data as well, problems in transferring data between TEA and the
LBJ School prevented us from doing so. A preliminary analysis of these data,
performed by Lynn Moak of Lynn Moak Consulting Services, is available,
however, and the TASB/TASA data and TEA's fall data are compared in Appendix
table 2. While the numbers differ because the TEA sample includes more
districts, the patterns are identical.

TEA divides districts into twenty Education Service Center (ESC) regions.

In this study, the twenty regions were aggregated further into six, as
follows:

1. Panhandle: regions 16 and 17

2. North Central Texas: regions 9, 10, and 11
3. West Texas: regions 18 and 19

4. South Texas: regions 1, 2, 3, and 2C

5. Central Texas: regions 12, 13, 14, and 15

6. East Texas: regions 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8
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Appendix Table 1
Correlaticn Coefficients

| Wealth ADA Percent Percent
| per Pupil 83-84 Black Hispanic
} Wealth per Pupil 1.000 .161 .147 -.149
| Total Expenditure
I per Pupil, 83-84 .495 -.020 -.001 -.218
Debt Service
| per Pupil, 83-84 .220 -.123 -.212 -.270
| Capital Expenditures
| per Pupil, 83-84 .174 -.120 -.162 -.105
Operating Expenditures
l per Pupil, 83-84 .610 .100 .191 -.187
Operating Expenditures
| per Pupil, 84-85 314 030 099 -.055
| Change 1in Operating
| Expenditure -.034 -.032 -.017 .065
| Low Teacher Salary,
83-84 .434 .473 .335 -.264
Low Teacher Salary,
84-85 .376 .247 .198 -.165
Change in Low
Teacher Salary -.234 -.438 -.276 .181
Averac~ Teacher
Salary, 83-84 .383 366 .310 -.305
Average Teacher
Salary, 84-85 .335 .205 .190 -.256
Change in Average
Teacher Salary -.161 -.392 -.288 .090
High Teacher salary,
83-84 .301 .671 .509 -.086
High Teacher Salary,
84-85 .291 .022 .498 -.102
Change in High
Teacher Salary -.094 -.247 -.116 -.011
Price Differential
| Index .204 .403 . 268 -.110
| Equalization Enrichment
| Aid -.470 -.335 -.393 .436
Experienced Teacher
Allotment -.154 .322 .328 .801

Entitlement -.458

T Equalization Transition
|
|
|




Appendix Table 2
A Comparison of TASB/TASA and TEA Data

Expenditures Average
Wealth per Student Teacher Salary
per Pupil 1983-84  1984-85 1983-84  1984-85
1ASB/TASA Data
Under $96,587 $ 2,045 $ 2,457 $17,301 $20,436
$ 96,587-124,774 2,165 2,413 17,877 20,952
124,775-155,063 2,244 2,409 18,094 21,202
155,064-200, 121 2,396 2,648 19,866 22,756
200,122-278,973 2,546 2,783 20,672 23,106
278,974-469, 267 2,922 3,146 22,006 23,872
Over $469,267 3,793 3,986 22,025 24,623
TEA Data
Under $96,587 $1,908 $2,478 $17,595 $20,856
$ 96,587-124,774 2,128 2,603 18,827 21,563
124,775-155,063 2,175 2,554 18,728 21,200
155,064-200,121 2,361 2,673 20,057 22,392
200,122-278,973 2,551 2,849 20,977 23,328
278,974-469,267 2,829 3,101 22,175 24,011
Over $469,267 4,122 4,551 22,201 24,743

o o D e 0 e 0 0 0 2 0 0 o 0 (0 0 8 . 0 o . 0 0 0 i 0 0 0 e 0 o 0 = o 0 B > > > = > P . = . . e = - -
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Notes

!Based on TEA computer runs dated March 28, 1985.

2Stephen Carroll, The Search for Equity in School Finance: Summary and
Conclusions, Report R-2420-NIE (Santa Monica: Rand, March 1979).

3The correlation with wealth is .204 and with size, .403. However, these
relationships are not strictly linear, since the wealthiest and poorest
districts have moderate values for the PDI. The component of the kDI based on
the low-income students moderates the tendency for the PDI to be even more
correlated with wealth.

“Y“Report of the Price Differential Index Advisory Committee to the Texas
State Board of Education," Texas Education Agency, November 10, 1984.

*The calculation of the PDI is based on a three-step regression procedure
with the log of teacher salary as the dependent variable. The three-step
procedure itself is bizarre and biases the coefficients used in calculating
the index. In addition, an endogenous variation (the district tax rate) is
inappropriately included, anc many variables are arbitrarily excluded. The
director of this Policy Research Project, W. Norton Grubb, is currently
working with Representative Paul Colbert to devise a price index that is
theoretically andﬂsﬂgirically more sound.

*That 1is, EEA 1is a matching grant, where the rate of matching is
inversely related to property value per pupil, as in a district power
equalizing or percentage equalizing formula. However, because the tax rate
that is matched is subject to a maximum, the EEA formula becomes a nonmatching
grant for districts whose tax rates are over a maximum.

"Between 1984-85 and 1985-86, the enrichment equalization allotment
decreases by $24.6 million, or 4.9 percent. Personal communication, Madeleine
McCuliey, July 23, 1985.

*These figures are statewide averages or district averages weighted by
the number of teachers. For unweighted averages, see table 7. The other data
reported in this chapter are weighted by some measure of district size, either
average daily attendance or numbers of teachers.

*Based on data collected by the American Compensation Association in its
1983 Salary Budget Survey.

1%Data on teacher salaries in earlier years comes from the Texas Research
League Analysis 5, no. 3, (March 1984), Table 5.
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'!The TASB/TASA survey asked districts to report their total teacher
payroll, numbers of teachers, and average teacher salary; thus, there were two
ways of calculating average teacher salary, giving slightly different
results--$22,455 and $22,800 1in 1984-85. TEA's estimate of average teacher
salary for the state in 1984-85 is $22,648, right betweer these two estimates.

12The correlation is .131.

'3The figures may not be perfectly comparable. The TASB/TASA survey
asked for the 1984-85 operating budget and fall enrollment, and 1984-85
operating expenditure per pupil is the ratio of these two. The comparable
1983-84 figure based on TEA data 1s the operating expenditure divided by
average daily membership. TEA's figure for operating expenditure per pupil in
1984-85 is $2,810, very close to the TASB/TASA figure of $2,827.

'“These results are similar to findings 9in the San Antonio area, in
Nicholas DelLuca, "An Investigation of the Initial Impact of House Bill 72 on
the School Districts of Bexar County," Education Council of the Greater San
Antonio Chamber of Commerce (February 1985).

'®According to TEA's data from 1its Fall 1984 survey, state revenue
increased from 51.4 percent of state-local revenue in 1983-84 to 52.6 percent
in 1984-85.

'*Joint Seiect Committee on Fiscal Policy, Funding Texas State
Government: An Analysis of Taxes and Selected Non-Tax Revenue (Austin, January
1985), chapter 1.

'’Comptroller of Public Accounts, Comptroller's Education Workpapers,
vol. IV, Fiscal Issues (Austin, 1984).

'*The ten 1industrial states are New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania,
Massachusetts, I11inofs, Florida, Ohio, Michigan, California, and Texas. The
five regional states are Oklahoma, Louisiana, Arkansas, New Mexico, and Texas.
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CHAPTER TWO
REFORMS TO IMPROVE THE QUALITY OF TEACHERS

One of the most important areas of reform in House Bill 72 concerns the
treatment of teachers. Several changes--including salary increases, the
establishment of a career ladder, a required competency exam, and a state-
funded college loan program for prospective teachers--were based on the
philosophy that nothing can be done to improve the quality of education in
Texas without changes in the teaching profession. The reforms were therefore
designed to attract more people to teaching, to retain the best teachers, and
to eliminate incompetent teachers.

These changes have been among the most controversial elements of House
Bi1l 72. While teachers have acknowledged that there is room for improvement
within their profession, they have remained ambivalent over the reforms and
have questioned whether they were a means of enhancing teaching or an insult
to teachers. Many administrators share the ambivalence of teachers; as a
superintendent in a school district of moderate size and wealth stated, "The
provisions of H.B. 72 are a slap in the face to the teachers. Teachers could
have accepted the reforms more willingly if they hadn't been put down. Tne
bill has had a demoralizing effect and will cause many teachers to leave the
profession based on principle."! Of course, other teachers and administrators
feel that the teacher-related reforms enacted in H.B. 72 will attract highly
qualified individuals to the teaching profession and enhance the quality of
teaching. However, the ambivalence of teachers toward House Bill 72 raises
the possibility that these reforms will continue to be difficult to implement
and contradictory in their effects, enhancing teaching on the one hand and
degrading teachers on the other.

In this chapter we examine the first year's reactions to the teacher-
related reforms in House Bill 72. For several of these reforms it 1is too
early to judge the effects of the legislation, although it {s possible to
describe the reactions of administrators and teachers. Above all, the
teacher-related reforms of House Bill 72 raise questions about their
effectiveness in improving the quality of teachers--questions that remain
crucial despite our inability to answer them definitively.

TEACHER SALARIES AND INCREASES IN HOUSE BILL 72

The fact that public school teachers are underpaid has been a universal
criticism, from both inside and outside the teaching profession. Higher
salaries are generally considered to be a way of attracting highly qualified
individuals into teaching and retaining good teachers. As a result, a teacher
pay raise was brought up 1in several legislative sessions before the 1983
session. Prior to the passage of House Bf11 72, salary i{ncreases were the
principal concern of teacher organizations,? and tha promise of a teacher pay
raise was an excellent way for 1982 gubernatorial candidate Mark White to win
the support of teachers.
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Since the support uf teacher organizations was the prime factor in his
vict.ry, Governor Whi!e made teacher salary increases a top priority in the
1963 legislative session. However, because of declining state revenues, the
legislature did not pass a school finance bill permitting salary increases
from state funds.

Because of the political difficulties of increasing taxes in Texas, the
legislature would consider a tax increase fur teacher pay raises only with the
most thorough justification. The Select Co. .nittee on Public Education was the
mechanism established by the legislature to examine teache »jay, 2s well as vo
recommend solutions for the problem of equalization. The committ:e
recommended both an across-the-board pay raise and a merft pay plan, or career
ladder, intended to encourage higher standards in the teaching profession by
rewarding excellent teachers. However, the Select Committee would not ewt.rse
a salary increase and career ladder without a competency exam for teachers,
because of a perception that incompetent teachers were too numerous and would
otherwise continue to wundermine the quality of teaching. The SCOPE
y ecommendations, tying salary increases to a career ladder and a competency
exam, were enacted by the legislature, joining these controversial provisions
to the more widely accepted increases 1in state funds to boost teacher
salaries.

Prior to House Bill 72, the Texas purlic education compensation plan
consisted of eighteen pay grades and included teachers and administrators as
well as support staff 1ike aides, clerical workers custadians, and cafeteria
workers. Monthly minimum salaries ranged from $558 for an educational aide
with no experfence to $4,052 for a superintendent in a large dis -‘ict with
over fourteen years of experience. In effect, the state set » minirum salary
level for all public school employees. The total amount of state funds for
saiaries allocated to each district was determined by wusing personrel unit
values. An educational aide, for example, was worth .55 personnel unit (PU);
a teacher wvas worth 1.00 PU, and a large district superintendent's salary was
worth 2.50 PUs. Because strte funding wes tied so closely to the numbers of
local personnel, the structure e¢f local salaries tended to follow the
structure of the state's pay grades. Furthermc.e, teachers tended to view
sa’ ry increases as state decisions rather than local district decisions. In
erfect, the structure of state aid limited, in practice if not in l>w, the
ability of districts to set their own salary policies.

House Bi11 72 abandoned the close 1ink between state .id and school
aistrict personnel. Under the new funding formula. a district’- funding for
salaries is included in its %otal state aid. which in turn is _caosed on the
number of pupils rather than the number of personnel units House Bil} 72
1lsc included a new set of minimum monthly salaries applicable to teachers,
counselors, ar+ administrators (but not suppost staff) ranging from $1,520 per
month for thos. .ith no experience to $2,660 for those with ten or more ,ears
of experience. The new minimum salary for a teacher with a bachelor's degree
was an increase of 37 percent viv.r the 1983-84 minimum of $1,111 per month.

In several ways, then, House Bill 72 rovides substantially greater
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freedom to local districts in setting salaries. Rather than being tied to an
elaborate minimum salary structure, with different pay grades for types of
employees, experience, and degrees. districts are now free to adopt their ovn
salary structures. No longer are increases in state funds tied divectly to
personnel, and 1t has become clear that districts are free to spend state
funds as they wish as long as teachers and administrators are paid at least
the state minimum salary levels. Similarly, it has become clear that salary
increases are now a local decision.

A common misconception which occurred after the enactment of House Bill
72 was the idea that all teachers were to get a pay raise of at least $170 a
month, an amount which roughly equaled the increase in state aid divided by
the number of tea:hers. In fact, as the data in the previous chapter
illustrate, there were substantial variations among ‘istricts in pay increases
in the first year of Vouse Bi11 72, with poor dis ricts increasing salaries
more than wealthy districts, and some districts failing to increase salaries
at all.

As we have seen in chapter 1, the purpose of increasing teacher salaries
was in fact fu.filled. Average teacher salarfes in 1984-85 increased by an
average of nearly 10 percent, substantially higher than the rate of inflation
of about 3.5 percent and higher than the estimated growth rate of salaries in
private employment of about 6.6 percent. However, these average salary
increases were not evenly spread among teachers. The largest pay increases,
averaging 22 perceit, went tc beqinning teachers, while the highest teacher
salaries increased by only 8.5 percent. As a result, salary differentials
between experienced and inexperienced teachers have been substantially
compressed in the first year of House Bill 72.

One justificatior for ircreasing the salaries of beginning teachers
disproportionately is tn attract more qualified individuals iato the teaching
profession, and some observers are optimistic that House Bill 72 will improve
teacher quality in this way. However, to the extent that teachers are
motivated by salaries, the compressiin of salary differentials will reduce the
incentive to remain 1in teaching. In our interviews, experienced teachers
expressed frustration and resentment over the fact that they were not earning
much more than their nexperienced counterparts.

Being a dedicated teacher with 8 1/2 years experience and 21 hours
towards a master's degree (not to mention a sirgle parent), I am
deeply chagrined to see my first pay check reflect a raise of only
$51.07. I feel especially tormented each time I read an article in
the newspaper or a magazine, or hear an announcement on the TV or
radio "news" mentioning teachers' tremendous pay raise this year.?

The greatest concern was voiced by teachers whose 1{income from teaching
was their family's sole source of support; for them, local salary increases
did n.t come close to proviuing a com rtable 1living, except four those
employed in wealthy districts where the cost of 1iving was low. In general,
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few experiencea teachers felt that the recent pay raise was sufficient, and
many of them felt that the salary changes induced by House Bill 72 were yet
another insult to teachers.

The reaction of experienced teachers to the first year uf House Bill 72
suggests that the problem of teacher salaries is not fully resolved. This is
especially the case because in the next few years tnere will be "no real
increases in state aid to districts, in contrast to the 20 percent increase in
1984-85; therefore, salary increases will have %o come out of local revenues.
One question this raises is whether experienced teachers are likely to leave
the profession because of low salary differentials. The teachers we
interviewed reportec that they are unlikely *. leave despite their perceptions
of low salaries, because most of them rank cther factors--especially the joys
and challenges of teaching--as more important than pay.* Nevertheless, the
changes in House Bill 72 implicitly assume that teachers do respond to pay
differences; therefore, the long-run effects of compressing salaries an
experienced teachers should remain a concern.

MERIT PAY AND THE TEXAS CAREER LADDER

Although the career ladder adopted in House Bill 72 was a substantial
departure from previous practice, merit pay for teachers was not a new issue
to Texas or the nation. Merit pay plans have been attempted (and have failed)
since the 1920s, wusually coinciding with conservative political trends and
movements for educational "excellence."

A form of merit pay was the dominant method used to compensate teachers
in the early par. of the twentieth century and was prevalent in the 1920s.
Single salary schedules, which based teacher pay on years of experience and
education, were adopted in the i930s and 1940s in a move to give equal pay to
teachers with similar experience and training. Merit pay reemerged in the
late 1950s and early 1960s in response to the demand for improved educational
quality stimulated by the Sputnik "crisis." However, many of the merit pay
plans estabiished then were short-lived; most of them foundered because of
continuing problems in judging merit and the continued antipathy of teachers.®

During the 1980s, merit pay was "rediscovered" as an educa.ional reform,
as part of a more conservative political climate and a renewed emphasis on
educational excellence. The report of several national commissions, including
A Nation at Risk: The Imperative for Educational Reform, endorsed some form of
merit pay plan, and President Reagan supported merit pay in his 1984 campaigrn.
Supporters asserted that merit-based salary schedules would enhar.e respect
for the teaching profession by providing greater incentives for excellent
tearhing.*

But fiscal restrictions at both the federal and state levels also
influenced the movement to increase salaries of the most competent teachers
only. Ronald Reagan, in a commencement address at Seton Hall University in
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1983, stated, "Teachers shevld be paid and promoted or the basis of their
merit and competence. Ha~d-earned tax dollars should encourage the best.
They have no business rewarding incompetence and mediocrity."?

Carl D. Perkins, chair of the House Committee on Education and Labor,
responded to FPresident Reagan's idea of merit pay by appointing a Merit Pay
Task Force t» analyze the issue. The committee's report, published in 1983,
focused on the 1lack of respect given to the teaching profession, based on a
comparison of its required training and salaries with other professions. The
task force recommended that higher pay be accompanied by higher state
standards for teachers and recommended experiments with performance-based pay
like those being considered in Tennessee, California, and Florida=-three
states which had proposed programs to recognize outstanding teachers 1in the
fall of 1982.¢ As a result of all this natfonal attention, merit pay and
career ladder plans became the focus of attention in state legislatures, state
boards, and departments of education during 1983. Thus, the recommendation of
a career ladder by SCOPE and its adoption by the Texas legislature 1in the
summer of 1984 developed not only from statewide concerns with the quality of
instruction, but also from national interest in merit pay.?

The Structure of the Career Ladder in Texas

The career ladder established by House Bill 72 consists of four Tlevels,
with all teachers and administrators who have completed a probationary year
starting at level I, and progressing up the 1ladder based on criteria that
include classroom performance, degrees achieved and other forms of coursework,
and experience. House Bill 72 specified that promotion to levels III and iV
would be postponed until 1987 and 1987 so that only level II was relevant. in
1984-85.

The criteria for promotion to levels II, ITI, and IV include degrees,
coursework, and experience. The requirements are complex and permit trade-
offs; they are fully described in an appendix to this chapter.  For example,
promotion to level II requires either a bachelor's degree, three years'
experience, and 9 semester hours beyond the bachelor's degree or 135 hours of
advanced academic coursework; or a master's degree and two years of teaching
experience. The requirements for 1levels III and IV similarly permit
trade-offs between degrees and other coursework and experience. Because
promotion up the career ladder requires additional education at every stace,
the career ladder provides some incentive for teachers to continue their
education, either in coursework based in colleges and universities or im other
advanced academic training programs. In our interviews, we found that
districts are gencrally encouraging the advancement of teachers up the career
ladder by providing additional training through in-service programs or by
contracting with local colleges and universities to provide courses that would
comply with the state requirements. Often, these arrangements are establi<hed
to minimize the burder on teachers; for example, Clint, Socorro, San L..zario,
and Fabens ISDs have all contracted with the University of Texas at El Paso to
provide courses located within the school districts so that teachers do not
have to drive to El Paso after a day's teaching.
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However, the most controversial requirements of the career ladder are
those related to performance, rather than to degrees and experience Jlevels.
House Bil11 72 established an appraisal process to evaluate the performance of
teachers and administrators, with five performance categorias: unsatisfactory;
below expactations; satisfactory; exceeding expectations; and clearly
outstanding. While House Bill 72 gives the State Board of Education
considerable discretion in establishino an appraisal process, no decisfons on
this process were made by the boa 1 during the 1984-85 school year.
Therefore, districts had considerable freedom to develop their own methods of
evaluating teachers, with few guidelines and 1little advice from the state
about how to develop an effective assessment mechanism.

In this vacuum, the Texas Association of School Boards and the Texas
Association of School Administrators recommended the following guidelines for
districts to consider prior to selecting level II teachers.!® First, a list
of teachers who met the minimum state requirements for level II should be
compiled early. This would give the district ample time to decide how many
teachers qualified and how many would be chosen, based on funding decisions.
The administrative members of the selection committee should .Sen be
appointed. According to House Bill 72, the committee must include a
principal, an administrator responsible for personnel, and another
administrator. Multiple committees were, of course, necessary in larger
districts. The committee was required 17 arpoint two teachers to level II,
who would also serve on the committee. Once the committee was established, it
should plan the selection process and determine stricter local criteria (if
necessary). The TASB and TASA recommended that local committees consider the
following:

1. To what extent can and should stricter performance criteria be
established?

2. How far back should performance evaluaticn:s be considered?

3. Should all professional training hours be considered of equal
value?

4. Should teachers who are newly transfzrred to the districts be
considered eiigible?

5. What will be the time scheduie and responsibilities of committea
members?

The c.mittee could then decide whether to announce its decision for level II
promotions publicly. Uecisions would be final and could not be appealed.
Finally, the full supplement should be paid prior to the end of the 1984-85
contract pe~fod. It could be disbursed in a lump sum or in divided payments.

In general, the novelty of the career ladder and uncertainty about
procedures--including uncertainty about what rules the State Board would
promulgate--generated considerable uncertainty about how to proceed and led
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not only u. differences in the way districts evaluated performance but also to
varied implcmentation schedules. In general, the implementation of the career
ladder seemed to depend on the organizational ability of the district's
superintendent or personnel director. Some districts completed their career
ladder evaluations in the fall of 1984. Others waited until the end of the
school year, admitting that they hoped to 1learn from the successes and
mistakes of others. One superintendent in a small district stated, for
example, that he would not begin implementing the career ladder until Dallas
had approved a career ladder plan. This wait-and-see attitude appeared to be
limited to smaller districts; however, there were exceptions. By late
January, El Paso ISD kad not begun implementing the career ladder either.

Some smaller districts had, however, proceeded with career ladder
implementation based on their own needs. For example, Allen ISD, established
stricter performance criteria than House Bill 72 required, in the event that
more teachers were identified as eligible than could be supported.!?

Other districts had adopted methods already being used for the career
ladder. For example, Taylor had had its own career ladder program for the
previous three to four years, advancing teachers based on 1its own criteria;
principals were primarily responsible for evaluating all eligible teachers.
The district decided to use its own procedures for evaluating teachers under
House Bil1 72.

Regardless of the evaluation procedures used, teachers feared that
personnel politics would be an inevitable resuit of tne career ladder. A
number of teachers voiced concern that personalities, favoritism, and nepotism
would influence career ladder decisions. In some small school districts,
teachers claimed that every teacher was related to or personally knew at least
cne member of the ~areer ladder committee and expressed concern over the
potential animosity 1in small districts where everyone knows everyone else.
Some teachers anticipated not only resentment against principals and other
evaluarors but againsc each other and feared that a competitive atmosphere
would be generated.

Another source of resentment amang teachers has come from a difference of
opinion on how the career ladder should work. House Bill 72 permits districts
substantial discretion in setting the procedures for promotion on the career
ladder, so that a district can set criteria which are relatively loose or
relatively stringent. This means that, of teachers eligible for promotion
(with the required combination of degrees, coursework, and experience), a
district can promote all or only some of them. This allows districts
discretion not only to establish their own criteria for promotion, but also to
adjust the level of expenditures on the career ladder, since promoting a
larger fraction of eligible teachers requires greater expenditures. However,
many teachers and teacher groups are disappointed that less than 100 percent
of eligible teachers are being promoted. In effect, many teachers have argued
that the state ought to impose minimum standards for promotion that all
districts must respect, rather than allowing for local discretion.
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The preliminary information cited in the previous chapter suggests that
uistricts have in fact exercised a great deal of discretion in their promotion
practices. Of the 679 districts responding to questionnaires administered by
TASB and TASA in the fall of 1984, only one-third responded to questions about
the career ladder; the remainder reported that they had not yet made any
decisions and were waiting for guidelines from the State Board of Education.
(This low response rate corroborates the uncertainty and confusion about the
career ladder which we discovered 1{n 1{nterviews.) The districts which
responded reported that 56 peorcent of teachers would be eligible for level II
of the career ladder in 1984-6; of those eligible, districts planned to
promote 71 percent; that o-‘erall almost 34 percent of teachers would be
promoted to level II. However these averages may be misleading because of
large variations among dist-icts. For example, 13 percent of districts
respended that they would promaote one-third or less of eligible teachers to
level II, while 29 percent reported that they would promote all eligible
teachers. While these results are not counclusive because of the limited
responses to the TASB/TASA survey, they are suggestive of the direction that
the career ladder might take.

The Funding of the Career lLadder

House Bil1 72 presumes that districts will provide a salary supplement of
$2,000 to every teacher promoted on the career ladder, unless the state
allotments to fund the career ladder are insufficient; then the supplements
can be reduced to $1,500. The intention in House Bi11l 72 is that the career
ladder be funded from state rather than local revenues. For 1984-95, $100 per
pupil was allocated to every district for an Educational Improvement and
Career Ladder Allotment. Districts were required to spend $30 of this amount
on career ladder supplements, with $35 per pupil to be spent on salaries for
personnel other than classroom teachers, and $35 per pupil for any other legal
purpose (1including further career ladder supplements). In effect, then, this
illotment amounted to a grant of $30 per pupil for the career ladder, and a
flat grant of $70 per pupil which districts could use in other wavs. In our
interviews, it appears that the majority of school districts are using exactly
$30 per pupil to fund career ladder supplements, although there are some
exceptions. Thus, most districts appear to be proceeding cautiously with the
career ladder in spending the minimum amount required, rather than spending
more than $30 per pupil to promote a larger fractfon of teachers or to pay
them a higher supplement. Such caution may be justifiable, because promotion
on the career ladder has future as well as current consequences for salary
costs: teachers promoted to level II continue receiving salary supplements at
that teve! (unless their performance falls "below expectations"), and they are
also eligible for subsequent promotion to level III with additional salary
supplements.

Of the districts that responded to the TASB/TASA questionnaire, 59
percent planned to provide a supplement of $1,500 in 1984-85, while only 28
percent planned to give the full $2,000 supplement; th.: remaining districts
planned to give a supplement between $1,500 and $2,000. Based on this
information, i1t appears that the amount of state aid allocated for the career
ladder supplement 1{s {insufficient 1in most districts to fund the $2,000
supplement that House Bill 72 presumes. In this sense, the charge--primarily
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from teacher groups--that the career ladder has not been fully funded is
valid. But from the viewpoint of district administrators, caution in setting
these supplements may be appropriate, because of uncertainty about the numbers
of teachers promoted and the size of future state appropriations for the
career ladder.

The funding of the career ladder presents another way in which wealth
aifferentials could affect practices among districts. Because wealthy
districts can spend more on the career ladder--either from funds allocated
through the Educational Improvement and Career Ladder Allotment or from their
own revenues--1t {s possible that wealthy districts will promote a higher
fraction of teachers up the career ladder and pay them higher supplements,
compared to property-poor districts. In the preliminary data available from
TASB/TASA, we found no indication that wealth differences affected the initial
implementation of the career ladder. However, the possibility of such a
pattern merits future monitoring, since--if the salary incentives of the
career ladder work as 1intended--low funding of the career ladder in poor
districts would cause the most able teachers to leave for wealthier districts
where their talents would more 1ikely to be rewarded.

tvaluating the Career Ladder

It is difficult to evaluate objectively the attributes of the career
ladder in Texas based on national studies in favor of merit pay. The
congressional Merit Pay Task Force argued in favor of merit pay as a mears of
affording teachers greater respect. A Sation at Risk and the report of the
Twentieth Century Fund Task Force on Federal Elementary and Secondary
Education Policy reiterated the argument,®? but without evidence about what
the effects of merit pay would be.

Other general arguments in favor of merit pay can only be substantiated
on a subjective level. Susan Moore Johnson, in a report on the pros and cons
or merit pay, elaborated some traditional arguments:

1. Merit pay is consistent with free enterprise.

2. Merit pay would keep better teachers in education while dissuading
ineffective teachers from remaining in the profession.

3. Merit pay would stimulate teachers to be critical of their work and
promote healthy competition.

4. Taxpayers would be more willing to support public education if
teachers were paid based on performance.!?

The only general argument listed above that can be closely substantiated as an
objective rationale for implementing merit pay in lexas is the last. Public
opinfon polls have indicated that taxpayers are in favor of merit pay as a
means of supporting good teachers.!* The other arguments are no more than
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subjective opinions. There is some evidence that higher salaries do have an
effect in preventing teachers from leaving the profession, or leaving tor
other districts;!® however, these results do not indicate whether the teachers
who are most responsive to salary differences are the most able or the most
incompetent.

There is no doubt that outstanding and productive teachers should be
recognized and that the public chould "get what it pays for." Unfortunately,
traditional measures of evaluating productivity which are used 1in business,
for example, can not be applied in measuring output in education. It seems
unlikaly that a uniform appraisal system for teachers can be developed in
Texas or the rest of the country. Most impartant, what has been shown is that
teachers who are under some form of performance-based evaluation would spend
time with the most capable children as a way of appearing to pro“uce the
greatest "output."!'®

The evaluation apprafsal system in Texas, as mandated in House Bi11 72,
s an example of the problems which can occur in performance-based
evaluations. Because of the lack of a uniform, statewide appraisal mechanism,
a staff member of the Texas Senate Education Committee stated, "We're
operating on an indefinite and legally weak appraisal system."!?

The history of merit pay is not full of successes 2{ither. A 1978
Educational Research Study found that one half of the reported merit pay plans
studied had been in effect for less than five years. The reasors for the past
failures of merit pay plans included administrative problems, personnel and
collective bargaining controversies, and poor financial conditions. More to
the point, teacher performance did not appear to improve as a result of the
merit pay plans which were evaluated.!® The districts where merit pay plans
are successful seem to have several characteristics in common: they generally
have relatively high salary schedules, good working conditions, a history of
amicable relations between teachers and administrators, voluntary merit pay
plans, an absence of quotas on the numbers of teachers who can be promoted,
and ~xtensive teacher representation in the design of the plan.!® While these
conditions can be met in some Texas districts, they are 1ikely to fail in a
substantial number if only because the career ladder is not funded generously
enough to eliminate quotas and because, realistically, not ail districts can
have the exemplary salaries and working conditions that have helped merit pay
plans thrive.

Despite the problems inherent in merit pay, the career ladder has been
enacted; the task at hand 1s to implement the career ladder so that it has the
greatest chance for imprcving the quality of teaching. There is a need for a
uniform appraisal system to be developed, especially one that draws on the
successful experiences with merit pay systems in other states. Some balance
between unfiformity and local discretion will have to be established, given the
diversity of districts within Texas. But the most important task will be to
monitor the erfectiveness of the career ladder, motivating teachers and
preventing good teachers from leaving the profession, since there s no
educational justificatfon for a merit pay plan that fails to improve tie
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guality of teaching.

COMPETENCY TESTING

The Select Committee on Public Education recommended that a competency
exam be administered to all teachers currently in the profession. In fact,
SCOPE would not endorse any aspect of the education reform package if the
competency exam provision were not included. Partly because of the intense
lobbying of H. Ross Perot, the head »f SCOPE, the lagislature adopted this
controversial provision, to be implemented in the 1985-86 school year. The
provision of the competency exam was, in a sense, an extension of Senate Bill
50 (legislated 1in 1981), which requires that students take a state-normed
basic skills test prior to enrolling in teacher education programs. (This
test, designed to eliminate low achievers prior to their entering teaching,
was first administered in 1984.)

House Bill 72 required that all teachers pass an exam proving their
ability to read and write, their knowledge of the subject matter they are
teaching, and their ability to perform the job. The law provided that the
test must be passed by the 1985-86 school year. The type of exam was not
specified, but was left to the State Board of FEducation. Teachers and
administrators were concerned, because the scope of the exam was unknown.
Teachers were also insulted, because they felt their profession was once again
being assaulted by a group of individuals who had little or no experience in
teaching. An 2lement of fear has also been an issue: many teachers are afraid
of the competency test even though they feel that they are competent. Mary
have not been students fer quite some time and fear that they will be tested
on subject matter with which they are unfamiliar.

The intrinsic problems with competency testing must also be considered.
It was almost universally .greed, among both the administ ators and the
teachers we interviewed, that performance on standardized exams has Tittle
relationship to an individual's teaching ability. In fact, a numbar of
administrators said that they knew very bright individuals who would have no
trouble passing conventional exams, vet were poor instructors. As Dr. Thomas
Murphy, a principal in Weslaco, stated, "Knowledge of Horace Mann does not
ensure competency. The exam should focus on what teachers know about kids and
learning."2?° Conversely, many administrators and teachers felt that some
excellent classroom teachers might fail a competency exam that did not
adequately consider teaching skills; man, felt that any written competency
tests should be supplemented by evaluations of classroom performance.

Sti1l another practical difficulty that arose was the apparent need to
devise a variety of tests for all the different subject areas taught in the
public schools. Districts were also concerned about the costs of testing, and
whether these costs would have to be borne by the districts themselves or by
the state.
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However, the State Board clarified many anxieties on the test when it
decided that teachers would be required to take only a basic skills test.
Beyond that, subject matter tests would be required for individuals who have
experienced difficulties on the basic skills test. However, other problems
have not yet been resolved. One of these fs the cost of testing. Another s
the question of what happens to those teachers who fail the basic skills test.
Some administrators feel that shortages of teachers will be exacerbated,
either because some teachers fail the basic skills tests or because some ]leave
teaching rather than take the test. Others, especially those in districts
with large numbers of black and Hispanic teachers, fear that a larger
proportion of minority teachers will fail the exam, based on experiences
elsewhere with competency exams.

It is difficult to weigh the value of competency exams, since there has
been so Tittle experienc: with this method of improving teaching. There is a
real need to improve the quality of teaching. However, some of the arguments
against an exam as a way of doing this seem correct--especially the view that
incompetence in classroom teaching cannot be detected through a standardifzed
exam. In other states that have enacted competency exams, there has {n fact
been a marked tendency for minority teachers to fail tests more than white
teachers.  Such tests have therefore exacerbated shortages of minority
teachers, of bilingual teachers, and of teachers for inner-city and rural
schools--at a time when teacher shortages are growing worse.2? In general,
tests to eliminate weak teachers rather than policies to enhance the ability
of prospective teachers have a negative and punitive aspect which teachers
resent. As a result, the competency exam provides another example of the
contradictory effects of House Bill 72, which simultaneously enhances the
status and pay of teachers in some ways and degrades them in others.

The real question {s whether a competency exam is an effective way to
improve the quality of teaching, yiven the other mechanisms available. Many
teachers and administrators in Texas have suggested that greater emphasis be
placed on improving teacher education and standards among new teachers;
centinuing  education--ircluding the kin. of coursework necessary for
advancement up the career ladder--is another mechanism for improvement. S$ince
the competency exam has been enacted, the task remaining is to monitor the
exam in 1985-86, to see what its effects are on different teache - and whether
it eliminates those teachers judged ineffective by other criteria, and then to
weigh whether a competency exam should continue to play a role among the
variety of methods to improve teaching.

THE TEACHER LOAN PROGRAM

House Bi11 72 also enacted a lvan program for prospective teachers, t»
encourage outstanding high school students to enter the teaching profession.
The loan program was in fact the only attempt in House Bill 72, apart from aid
to increase teacher salaries, to deal with the fundamental problem that fewer
able students are going into teaching. Unfortunately, the implementation of
the Toan prugram was marred by confusion and uncertainty. During the 1984
special sessfon, the legislature appropriated $2.2 million in earned federal
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funds to support the program; however, the Attorney General {nitially ruled
that the use of those funds was unconstitutional. To correct the problem, the
1985 legislature passed $.B. 1342, clarifying that federal funds are to be
used to administer the loan program. Once the bi1l was signed in June 1985,
the Coordinating Board began processing applications for the $481,000
available.

While most administrators and teachers agree that the Toan is a positive
step toward improving teacher quality, no one expects its effects tc be
substantial. Most observers predict that it will serve only a few students,
most of whom would probably have entered the teaching field 1in any case.
Future studies of the program should examine whether it encourages students of
higher academic caliber to take advantage of the program; if so, expansion of
the program should be considered.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The teacher-related provisions of House Bfl1l 72 are clearly sincere
efforts to improve the quality of teaching. However, they have had several
contradictory effects in the first year. Teacher salaries have gone up
substantially on the average, but experienced teachers have seen their
salaries go up much less than the salaries of inexperienced teachers, ana some
feel that their years of dedication are not being adequately recognized.
Teachers have unanimously welcomed the recognition that they have been
underpaid, but many have felt insulted by the career ladder and the competency
exam Jlegislated in House Bi11 72. Since reforms of the teaching profession
cannot possibly work without the cooperation of teachers, these feelings among
teachers should be seriously considered, rather than being dismissed as
peevish complaints.

But since House Bi11 72 is law, the task at hand 1s to ‘mplement these
provisions so as to maximize thair potential for good and to monitor their
effects. The early implementation of the career ladder by the state was not
especially exemplary, particularly since the requirement was controversial and
mechanisms for 2ssessing classroom performance were rare. The state can do
more, through either the Texas Education Agency or the regional Educational
Service Centers, to determine what models of assessment have worked best and
to circulate 1information about how to adapt such models to local conditions.
With the State Board of Education now in full operation, the uncertainties
which plagued districts 1in 1984-85 should abate, and the State Board should
mike sure that fts subsequent rulings address the fears and uncertainties that
local administrators and teachers feel. Similarly, the first year's
administration of the basic skills test for teachers needs to be as supportive
of teachers as possible, especially by giving them advanced information about
the kind of test that will be administered, the standards necessary for
passing, and the consequences of not passing.

Above all, the teacher-related provisions of House Bill 72 should be
monitored to see if they work as intended. The good intentfons behind these
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measures are not sufficient to ensure that they will in fact improve the
quality of teaching. The abandonment of most merit pay plans developed in
prior periods is one kind of evidence that this approach may generate more
problems than it resolves. Information about local practices in promoting
teachers up the career ladder, the changing attitudes of teachers and
administrators as the career ladder and competency exams develop, the
practices of rich and poor districts in funding the career ladder, and the
numbers and kinds of teachers who fail the competency exam will all be guides
for future policymaking. Above all, the state should make an effort to
evaluate the effects of House Bill 72 on the quality of teaching, rather than
leaving this central question to be answered by anecdote, ideology, or
hyperbole, as is so often the case.

Several problems addressed by House Bill 72 are unlikely to disappear,
however. Although state aid increased markedly in 1984-85 and facilitated
teacher salary increases, such changes will not continue to oczur, because aid
to districts will 1level out in 1985-86 and 1986-87. Over the longer run,
state revenues are likely to continue growing slowly, so that state aid
increases will be possible only if the state's tax structure is revised. The
problems of inadequate teacher salaries will continue to trouble the state.
In additien, the basic issue of 1inadequate numbers of people going into
teaching has been addressed only 1indirectly by House Bill 72, and the
underlying causes--the low status of teaching, the opening of other
professions to women, and the long-term deterioration of teacher salaries--are
1ikely to continue.

A basic problem with salary increases, the career ladder, and the teacher
loan program 1is that they assume that {individuals respond to economic
incentives in deciding whether to go into teaching or some other field. The
evidence suggests instead that most current and prospective teachers are
motivated not principally by money, but instead by love of teaching, concern
for children, desire for professional autonomy, and the support of peers.

One goal of future policymaking 1in Texas might therefore be to
investigate ways of enhancing these conditions, to complement the economic
measures in House Bill 72 and to prevent the deterioration of teaching
conditions that can be the result of criticism and of reform itself.
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Appendix 1

CAREER LADDER LEVELS
BASED ON HOUSE BILL 72

I. Levell

A. Requirements for a Level I Certificate
--Completion of a probationary year of teaching

B. Performance Standards for Level I
--At least "satisfactory" performance during either
of first two years in Level I

C. Maintenance of Level I Certificate
--Shall be valid for 3 full years
--May be renewed once upon recommendation of the school
district and the completion of 6 semester hours or
90 hours of advanced academi: training in an approved
program in the area of certification or teaching assignment

IT. Level II

A. Requirements for a Level II Certificate

--Possession of a valid Level I certificate

--Bachelor's degree, 3 years' teaching experience,
and 9 semester hours of higher education course work,
or 135 hours of advanced academic training, or equivalent
combination so that 1 semester hour of higher education
work is equivalent to 15 hours of advanced academic
trainirg; or

--Master's degree in subject taught, and two years of teaching
experience

--Recommendation by current or last employing school district

B. Performance Standards for Level II
--At least performance "exceeding expectations" during
preceding year and “satisfactory" performance the other
years

C. Maintenance of Level II Certificate
--Shall be valid for 5 years from the date of recommendation
by the school district
--Performance better than "below expectations"
--May be renewable

ITTI. Level III
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Requirements for Level III Certificate

--Possessivn of a valid Level II certificate

--Bachelor's degree, and 8 yvears of teaching experience; or
--Master's degree and 5 years of teaching experience; or
-Doctorate and 3 years of teaching experience
~=Recommendation by current or last employing school district

Perfcrmance Standards for Level III

==At ieast perfurmance "exceeding expectations" during 3 of
the preceding 4 years and at least "satisfactory"
performance during the other year

Mzintenance o' Level III Certificate

~=Shall be va.id for five years from the date of
recommendation by a school district; and

=-Teacher shall be reassigned to Level I if satistactory
performance is not achieved for 2 consecutive yaars; w

=~Reassigned to Level I if performa~ce "below expectati "

IV. Level IV

A.

Requirements for Level IV (Master Teacher) Certificate
--Possession of a valid Level III certificate

= 3achelor's degree and 11 years of teaching expearience; or
--Master's degree and £ years of teaching experience; or
=-Doctorate and 5 years of teaching experienca
--Recommendation by current or last employing school

Performance Standards for Level IV

--A school district may recuumend a teacher for Level IV if
certificate requirements are satisfied and the teacher is
«/aluated as “satisfactory," "exceeding expectations," or
"clearly outstanding"

Level IV Maintenance

-="Clearly outstanding" performance during 2 of every 3 years
and at least "satisfactory" performance the other year

==Teaching in classrcom for not less than 60 per.ent of
the school day

--Performance of 2 mas’er teacher duties every 3 years

--3 semester hours of nigher education course work, or
45 hours of advanced academic training or an equivaient
combinaticn so that 1 ¢ mester bour of higher education
work is equivalent to 15 hours of advanced academic
training; or

--"Clearly outstanding" performance each year

==Teaching in classroom for not less than 60 percent of
the sci.o0l day

--Performance of 2 master duties every 3 years (master duties
include supervising student teachers, assignment as a
mentor. team leader, chairing a department, conducting
advanced academic ‘raining, and assessing master teacher
candidates)
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Tennessee

Governur Lamar Alexander of Tennessee argued in an address to the
Education Forum on Career Ladders "that pay withcut respect won't attract ana
keep the best men and women in the classroom over the next several years .
if we really want to keep and attract superior teachers, we had better think

of some new and better ways to honor, respect, and award prestige to
teachers "22

The merit pay {master teacher program) plan proposed in Tennessee was the
means by which Governor Alexander hoped to afford teachers more respect. The
plan was centralized and focused on rewarding performance; however, it also
required advanced academic hours for promotion. The program established four
levels: apprentice teacher, professional teschiar, senior teacher, and master
teacher. Teachers could apply for placement on any level and could be moved
down the ladder in exchange for decreased responsibilities and salary. The
Tennessee plan was centralized and based on statewide criteria which were
impiemented through a uniform, statewide assessment instrumenv.

Florida

In a special session of the Florida legislature, held in July 1983, a
merit compensation program was passed. The program was designed to improve
the public school program by providing incentives "to attract and retain
qualified {nstructional personnel."?? |ike the Tennescee plan, the Florida
program was centralized, and teacher evaluations were done through statewide
written tests. Promotion in the plan, however, was based solely on the test
and classroom performance and did no. account for advanced academic training.

California

Lalifcrnia's mentor teacher program was first implemented in 1983-84.
The program was designed to encourage teachers to continue to pursue
excellence, while providing outstanding teachers with incentives to remain 1in
the professijon. Teachers had to be nominated in order to apply for mentor
teacher positions and were required to meet subjective minimum requirements,
including substantial recent experience with classroom instruction and
demonstration of exemplary tea -ing ability, as indicated by effective
commurication skills, subject .atter knowledge, and mastery of a range of
teaching strategies necessary to meet the needs of pupils 1in different
contexts.2*
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CHAPTER THREE
THE CONDUCT AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF STUDENTS

The recent criticisms of public education have almost universally cited
declining test scores, diminishing proportions of school time spent in class,
and increasing disciplinary problems as evidence of the need for immediate
reform. As an example, A Natfon at Risk cited a number of alarming statfistics
about student performance.  Apprcximately 13 percent of all seventeen-year=
olds in the Unfted States are functionally i11¢ rate. Among minority youth,
the proportion may be as high as 40 percei.. SAT scores from 1963 to 1980
reveal a virtually unbroken decline, although these scores have 1{ncreased
recently. Average verbal scores have decreased by over fifty points, and
average math scores have decreased by nearly forty points over that seventeen-
year period.? The average achfievement of high school students on most
standardized tests is now lower than it was twenty-eight years ago when
Sputnik was launched and the last crisis in American education was declared.
International comparisons of student achievement completed a decade ago
indicate that, on nineteen academic tests, American students were never first
or second and, in comparison with students from other fndustrialized nations,
were ranked last on seven of the academic tests.

The National Commission on Excellence in Education and othe- critics have
also decried the triviality of many secondary courses and charged that many
students are substituting more “general" course offerings for the more
challenging college preparatory and vocational education tracks. Students
registering for general track courses increased from 12 percent in 1964 to 42
percent in 1978. Approximately 25 percent of the credits earned by high
s~hool students in a general track are in physical education, health, outside
work experience, remedial English and math, and personal service and
development courses.?

The authors (7 A Nation At Risk were also cincerned that the educational
system has lowered expectations of students. At the time the study was
undertaken, no states required foreign language for graduation, thirty-five
required only one year of math, and thirty-six required only one year of
science; in thirteen states, 50 percent or more of the units required for
graduation were electives.? Less homework, grade irflation, and more Jlenient
college admissfon requirements serve as further examples of the lower
standards.

Through House 8111 246, enacted in 1981 and analyzed in greater detail in
chapter 9, the Texas state legislature addressed these and other concerns by
increasing graduation re-uirements and incorporating the concept of mastery
learning into the curricula. House Bi11 72 continued the process of upgrading
by inc ‘ding provisions governing student evaluation, promotion and retention,
remedia on, the place of cocurricular and extracurricular activities, and
discipline. In contrast tc the reforms examined in the previous chapter,
which emphasize the requirements for teachers, these reforms delineate the
responsibflitias ard requirements for studerts
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STUDENT EVALUATION AND TESTING

House Bi11 72 requires that the Texas Education Agency adopt appropriate
criterion-refereiced tests to assess minimum competencies in reading, writing,
and mathematics for all pupils at the first, third, fifth, seventh, and ninth
grade levels; and in mathematics and English language arts for all pupils at
the twelfth grade level. Beginning with the 1985-86 school year, Texas public
schools will administer a bhattery of tests--the Texas Educational Assessment
of Minimum Skills, or TEAMS--as well as a secondary level exit exam to see
whether graduates are minimally competent.

The nationwide minimum competency testing (MCT) movement is an attempt to
measure those basic skills needed for success as adults. If necessary, minimum
competency tests are to be followed by remediation or by withholding of high
school diplomas. Most of these tests are criterion-referenced, so that
objectives are defined; students falling below some "acceptable" score are
considered to have fafled.* The MCT movement is really a revival of earlier
practices.  Through the early 1900s, promotion and graduation were determined
by year->nd examinations. By the late2 1920s, however, the accumulattion of a
prescribed naumber of course credits 1in bYoth major subjects and approved
electives became an almost universal criterion for high school graduacion 1in
the United States.® The movement toward testing as the basis for awarding
diplomas began in a few local systems in the 1960s; Oregon was the first state
to adopt this policy in 1973.

Exit exams have been extensively challenged, especially on the ground
that they discriminate against minority students who have tnemselves been
discriminated against in schools. The most significant case pertaining to MCT
involved a challenge to Florida's use of a functional literacy examination as
a condition for receiving a high school diploma. In Debra P. v. Tur ngton,
the plaintiffs asserted that their constitutfonal rights under the Fourteenth
Amendment had been violated because of past discr'mination, inadequate notice
of a diploma sanction, and discrepancy between the test questions and actual
classroom teaching. They also contended that remediation programs could lead
to resegregation. The federal district court in Florida upheld the state's
authority to establish academic requirements, including a test required for
graduation. However, procedural issues  1including Florida's implementation
schedule, led the court tc enjoin the state from withholding diplomas until
all students tested had the benefit of a desegregated, twelve-year education,
and all vestiges of intentional discrimination had been removed.$

The Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals upheld the suspension and i-troduced a
new issue--content validity. The court ruled that students have a leyitimate,
state-created property right to education protected under the due process
clause of the Fourteenth Amendmeni. Therefore, the right to a diploma had
been abridged by inadequate notice of the test and inadequate time to prepare.
In Anderson v. Banks, a Georgia federal district court decided in favor of a
Georgia district that successful® established the validity of using the
California Achievement Test results for awarding diplomas. But as ir Debra
P., the district could not immediately withhold diplomas because of procedural
issues, and this cace established a notification period of two vears.? Thus,
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the courts have ruled that exit exams are constitutional if tney meet the test
of content validity, but that implementation must be postponed until all
students have been taught in racially unified districts.

Practices in Other States

The results of minimum competency tests can be used for diagnostic and
remedial purposes or for promotion and graduation. Approximately thirty-seven
states have enacted legislation to require or permit competency testing frr
diagnosis, promotion, or graduation.® Currently, twenty states require
passage of a MCT for high school graduation.® Several states permit some
students (especially the handicapped) to earn diplomas by demonstrated
proficiency on an alternative measure of basic skills.?® Thirteen states
require that districts offer remediation for students identified as deficient
in basic skills. Only seven states have MCT programs which are developed,
administered, and controlled by local districts.?® The most popular mode! for
MCT, therefore, is a single state-mandated set of competency testing
procedures and standards. Almost all states that use MCT as a prerequisite
for a diploma include reading, writing, and mathematics, and half the states
focus solely on these subjects. Several states also test other "life skill"
areas such as consumer knowledge and citizenship.!?

Very few states have studied the outcomes of their MCT programs. The
general pattern that emerged during the early period of testing (1975-79) was
an initially high rate of failure followed by much lower rates of failure in
subsequent testing.!? The reasons for lower rates of failure from
reexamination could include effective remediation and "teaching the test," as
well as the fact that failure rates cannot account for those students who drop
out or are ineligible for graduation due to other academic factors. States
have been reluctant tc report test performance for dif‘erent groups of
students. however, the evidence suggests higher failures among minorities.
For instance, in North Carolina and California, diploma de.ials have been
three to four times higher among black students than among white students.®*

Testing in Texas

The TEAMS tests replace the Texas Assessment of Basic Skills (TABS),
previously used to assess t! 2 progress of students. TEAMS tests first,
seventt, eleventh, and twelfth graders in addition to the thi-d, fifth, and
ninth 3-/2dc levels tested by TABS. The TEAMS test 1s more difficult than
TABS, and the essential elements described in House Bi1l 246 will be more
consciouslv incorporated in the test items.!* The most important difference
between TA3S and TEAMS, however, is the requirement that students must pass
the secondary level exit test in order to recefve a high school diploma.

The Texas Education Agency, responsible for carrying out the entire
assessment process, worked with Field Advisory Committees composed of Texas
educators to refine essential objectives, measurement specifications, and
questions to be included in the TEAMS tests. TEA contracted with a consulting
firm, IOX Assessment Associates, to assist in _rne development of the TEAMS
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|
assessment instruments and has been furcher helped by the school districts and E
regional education service centers. Minority groups were apparently invited |
{ to monitor the test development process.'® TEA conducted an instru-tional

validity study during October 1984. Surveys were mailed to K-12 districts to |
obtain information on the appropriate level of an exit level exam, the extent

to which instruction 1{s being provided for designated skills, and any

potential bias against minorities.

Based on the instructional validity study anrd the advice of educators,
the State Board approved a list of objectives to be tested in math, reading,
and writing. Test questions, written by IOX, were reviewed by TEA staff and
Field Advisory Committees and then tested in a sample of school districts with
approximately three thousand high school seniors. Based on analysis of these
initial trials, staff from TEA and I0OX developed four forms of the test,
adopted by the State Board in June 1985.

Related provisions in House Bill 72 affecting TEAMS tests include
exemr*tions, local options, comparison of results, anu confidentiality.
Students who have a physical or mental impairment or a learning disability
that prevent them from mastering the basic skills assessed by TEAMS may be
exempted. Local districts may elect to adopt and administer their own
criterion or norm-referenced assessment instruments at any grade 1level,
alth ugh these tests do not supersede the TEAMS tests. The bill requires TEA
to analyze the results of locally adopted tests to compare the achievement of
Texas students with students in other states. The SBOE and local districts
must ensure the security of the instruments and tests in the preparation,
administration, and grading. Meetings at which tests or test qurstions are
discussed or adopted are closed to the public. The instruments, ..ems, and
tests are confidential, as are test scores for individual students.

Each school district must use the student performance data from basic
skills and achievement tests to develop appropriate remedial instruction.
This requirement ensures that the TEAMS tests are used to improve learning,
rather than simply to classify students or to prevent incompetent students
from graduating.

The cost of preparing, administering, and grading assessment instruments
will be paid from state compensitory education funds. If a .istrict does not
receive compensatory aid, the commissioner of education will subtract the cost
from the district's other foundation school fund allocati.as. This provision
ensures that districts do not bypass administration of any tests required by
House Bill 72.

Sta~ting with the 1985-~856 academic year, tenth graders will take the new
exit level test. High school students will be given the opportunity to take
the test twice in tentk grade and twice in eleventh grade. Seniors will have
several opportunities to retake the test in their final year. Students who
fail any portion of the test must retake it at each succeeding administration
of the exit level tesi until they pass all sections.!? Students at the first,

75 l




-52-

third, fifth, seventh, and ninth grade leveis will not be required to retake
tae respective TEAMS instrument or to perform satisfactorily to be promoted to
the next grade level. Thus, satisfactory performance on a TEAMS test is a
requirement for graduation, but not for promotion.

PROMOTION AND RETENTION

The issues of student evaluatinn and social promotion have generated some
difficult questions about student achievement, the integrity and credibility
of schools, teacher sovereignty, local control, and the effects of higher
standards on minority groups and slow learners. House Bill 72 prohibits
socfal promotion a.d declares that students may be promoted only on the basis
of academic achievement. Students who have not maintained an average grade of
70 percent may not advance from one grade to the next, and students may not be
given credit for a course in which they have a grade of under 70. Grades are
reported for six-week intervals, and parents must sign student reports. The
parents of students who fall below the 70 passing grade will receive a grade.
notice indicating that a parent/teacher conference is necessary.

Eventually, the State Board will require the mastery of essential
elements--established in House Bi11 246, analyzed in chapter 9--to determine
academic achievement. In the 1984-85 school year, course credit and grade
level advancement were based on numerical scores. Beginning with the 1985-86
school year, however, mastery of the essential elements for each subject or
course will be a prerequisite for course credit an? advancement.?}®

SBOE does make an exception to the prohibition of social promotion. In
gradcs one through eight, districts may promote students with averages below
70 if the district has determined that a student is achieving at his or her
maximum abflity and {f the student has participated in tutorials with no
apparent benefit. Furthermore, the student placed at the next grade cannot be
achieving at a level that is significantly lower than other students at that
grade level. and placement cannot disrupt or overly complicate instruction for
other students or the teacher. The district mist also fully inform the parent
or guardian that the student was not promoted but placed at the next grade
level . 1® Exceptions to social promotion are not made for high school (ninth
through twelfth grades). Clearly, this exception should be relatively
diflicult to apply, and thus confirms the opposition of the Texas legislature
to social promotion.

In practice, actual retention will probably be 1imited. SBOE has ruled
that no students shall be required to repeat any grade level more than one
time. Also, no student shall be required to repeat any grade level if that
student has repeated two different grade levels previously.?® Because
retention applies to grade levels and not individual courses, this option is
not applicable to high school students.

Althcugh local district policies vary, the general pattern is that
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districts engage in social promotion at the elementary grade levels and
somewhat less often at the junior high level. Usually, however, the practice
of social promotion ends with high school. Districts rarely allow retention
in any grade for more than one corsecutive year. The prevalent notion among
the districts we interviewed is that holding back a student for more than one
year is detrimental to all concerned, and many districts place a cap on the
number of times a student may be retained in his or her career.

Districts agree that teachers can control grades by setting the content
of tests at any Jlevel of difficult; they wish: tes:is and quizzes can be as
difficult or simple as teachers want. To a large extent, therefore, teachers
will determine the effectiveness ot the state's new restrictions on social
Fromotion and course credit by the extent to which they exercise their power
to set grades. The teachers and administrators we interviewed agreed that it
would be impossible to eliminate all social promotion through 1legislation
because of the power of *eachers. However, they all agreed that the
prohibition will have some effect on social promotion, since it estahlishes »n
.mpartant norm. House Bill 72 also makes teachers more accountable to the
district, state, and public through the assignment of numerical grades and
enables principals to see whether teachers are consistently in tating or
deflating grades.

Teachers and administrators also agree that some social promotion ‘s
necessary. For example, when intermediate schools promote sixteen-year-olds
to high school who have never passed the eighth grade, problems arise and te
students usually drop out. An emphasis on maintaining high standards for
promotion may undermine the efforts to encourage marginal students to remain
in school. In addition, overage students can create serious discipline
problems and distract other students, particularly in lower grade levels.
These practical considerations, as well as the stigma associated with
retention, must be baianced against the integrity and credibility of the
public school system.

House Bill 72 requi-es the State Board of Education to establish
alternatives to social promc:ion for students whe are consistently wunaktle to
be promoted because of poor academic achievement. This area has caused a
great Jzal of confusion and anxiety for districts. The alternatives include
special remedial <upport, including tutorials, summer s:hool, specialized
teaching, and dinstruction by experts outside the school; ana ungraded,
continuous progress class where students are grouped by ability in a classroom
which provides the essential elements for all subjects; and a nongraded
continuous progress class for those basic subjects where students do not meet
standards.

The summer school option allows a final grade to be postponed until the
requirements of the course are completed, during a summer school program. At
the option of the 1ocal districts, summer scho 1 programs may be offered for
any subject or course, at any grade level, for whatever length of time is
necessary for students to satisfy course requirements.?2?
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The continuous progress class is an ungraded program in which instruction
is based on progress through the sequence of essential elements, concentrating
on Engi1.h language arts and mathematics.?? These classes emphasize progress
rather than mastery of essential elements. This kind of instructional
arrangement .pplies to students in grades one through eight, and parents must
be consulted before students may participate.

At the ninth through twelfth grade levels, social promotion does not
really apply, because students must register and receive credit for individual
courses and because many are past the age cf compulsory attendance. The
summer school option, however, is available for those high school students who
are failing a course. In addition, a pass/fail option, while not a true
alternative to social promotion, is designed to encourage students to take
more than the twenty-on? .nits required for graduation. At the student's
option, letter or numerical grades will not appear on his or her transcript or
be calculated in the cumulative average.??

So far, the criteria for defining alternatives to social promotion are
fairly stringent, ard local districts may need more options and flexibility in
handling individual cases. The costs of establishing these different
alternative programs are at least partially paid through state compensatory
education funding. However, some alternatives to social promotion are
impractical for districts below a certain size, and tutorials may be the only
feasible alternative for small districts. The demand for summer school
programs may be tao low to justify their operation. Similarly, creating
continuous progress classes for different grade levels and subject areas may
be too costly and logistically complicated for the districts. While districts
have established tutorials (as described below), they have so far done little
to establish continuous progress classes or summer school programs, and they
have beer given little guidance from the state level in this unfamiliar area.

STUDENT REMEDIATION: TUTORIALS

House Bill 72 and Chapter 75 ({analyzed in chapter 9) complement one
another in the area of tutorials, as House Bill 72 requires tutorials to
complement the House Bill 246 curriculum requirements. In addition, tutorials
are necessary to ease the transition for students to the more stringent
promotion and graduation requiremenrts in House Bill 72,

House Bill 72 requires that each district provide tutorials. Although
tutorials may be voluntary, a student whose grade in a subject is lower than
70 attends tutorials during the following reporting period twice a week or
more, as determined by the district. A district is not required to provide
transportation to students who attend tutorials.

The State Board has set a number of standards for tutorial programs.
Districts must offer tutorials at least two days per week for a cumulative
total of ninety minutes. Tutorials can be scheduled before, during, or after
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school, in the evening, and on weekends; and districts may offer shorter
sessions (less than forty-five minutes) during more days of the week.
Students must not be assigned to tutorials which cause them to miss classroom
instruction. Districts must offer tutorials in English language arts, math,
science, and social studies and may elect to provide sessions in other
subject. Grade reports notify parents whether a student is recommended or
required to attend tutorials during the next six-week grading period. The
forty-five-minute planning and preparation period required for each teacher
during the school day cannot be used for tutorial purposes, and disiricts may
require a minimum amount of tutorial participation as part of the regular
contractual duties of all teachers.2*

Practices and Experiences of Districts

Although teachers and administrators endorse the concept of remediation
in principle, the general consensus of the districts interviewed is that
tutorials have not been very effective, and attendance has been
disappointingly 1low. The reasons include some inherent problems with the
tutorial concept, the "noncommittai" nature of the bill's 1language, and
implementation problems at the district level. The lack of parental support
and the lack of funding for transportation, different kinds of instructional
materials designed for remediation, personnel, and space have discouraged many
districts from requiring mandatury attendance for eligible students. Most
districts send notes to parents informing them of their child's eligibility
and require a signed release form from parents before allowing student
participation. Students who are not fajling but elect to attend the tutorizl
sessions are allowed to do so in most districts, because attendancs levels are
so low among failirg students. Most districts report a better response among
elementary studeiits than among secondary students, presumably because pare ©s
are more attentive to their childrens' performance at the grade level, and
elementary students are failing grade levels, not individual courses.

Administrators report that attendance in tutorials was low 1in 1984-85.
Under these conditions, the effectiveness of tutorial programs is doubtful.
Tutoring can help some students, but for others there 1is an inherent flaw:
students who perform poorly because they dislike school or are unmotivated are
unlikely to Tearn simply by having more of the same kind of educatior. Where
tutorials are required, students may view ther as punishment rather than
opportunities to learn. In still other cases, teachers report the students
fail because of a Tlack of basic skills such as reading, yet tutorials
generally do not emphasize study skills or reading. (For students who lack
basic skills, an alternative to the existing tutorials is to require that
failing students attend classes in basic reading, math, and study skills.)

One principal expressed the fear that, with tutorials now required,
teachers will no longer tutor their own students as they have in the past.
Some districts are attempting to develop a tutorial program that keeps
teachers with their original students. This type of arrangement is
particularly important at the lower grades, where younger students and their
teachers develop special relationships.
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Some districts require attendance unless the parents sign a form to the
effect that they do not wish their child to participate--and many do not.
However, most districts have made tutorials optional, and participation has
been relatively low. Parents and students may not take tutorials serfously in
dist~icts that do not require them. There are often more tangible barriers as
well. One s the lack of transportatfon. Another is that the pupil/teacher
ratios are too high due to a shortage of teachers, partly because many
teachers are not anxious to continue teaching after school.

tn most districts teacher participati~n is voluntary ard response has
been low. Tutorial programs have posed . hardship for teachers in districts
which require teacher participation or provide no compensation. Although the
vast majority of the districts interviewed are paying their teachers overtime
at an hourly rate (usually $10), those districts that are no’ compensating
teachers for tutorfals have experienced scme problems with teacher morale.

The interviews revealed a number of other issues related to tutorials.
In those districts where students are ability-grouped beginning in the lower
grades, teachers of low-ability classes are especially burdened by tutorials.
Science, math, reading, and language arts teachers have been
dicproportionately affected by the tutorial provisisns of House Bill 72, since
these are areas with required sessions and high failure rates. Cne wunclear
aspect of the bill, and an area in which SBOE has not issued any specific
interpretations, is whether a certified teacher participating in the *tutorial
program may only tutor in the field in which he or she is certified.

In districts where tutorfal teaching 1{s voluntary and few regular
teachers participate, some districts have resorted to hiring substitute
teachers, retired teachers, and student tutors. These tutors' salarfes are
lower than the hourl: rate for regular teachers. Another advantage i{s tha®
"outsiders" often have more energy and fresh approaches. In several
districts, high school students (such as National Honor Society members) are
paid minimum wage to co-tutor in a structured tutorial prcirdam at all grade
levels.

The State Boa~d has passed a ruling that districts may conduct tutorials
during the schocl day tn avoid the problems of ~eacher participation, student
attendance, lack of <cransportation, and compensation. However, this
arrangement has cut in‘oc valuavle teacher preparation time in some districts,
cven though SBOE has ruled that this should not be allowed to occur.

in summary, the tutorial program now suffers from a variety of logistical
and financial problems, as well as from some flaws in the basic conception of
-ore school for students who have not done well. The logistics of
implementing a tutorial program are especially complicated in small districts
with 1imited staff resources. Additional experimertation with remedial
proqrams may be necessary in orde- to develop the most effective approaches.
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STUDENT TIME

House Bill 72 contains several provisions to make sure that students
spend time on schoolwork, rather than on activities unrelated to education. A
new absence rule requires that a student cannot be given credit for a class if
he or she has more than five days of unexcused absence during a semester.
Excusei absences {include .tudent sickness, medical and dental appointments,
sickness or death in the family, quarantine, observation of holy days, weather
or road conditions making travel dangerous, or any other usual causes
acceptable to teachers, principals, or superintendents. The reason for a
student absence must be stated in writing and signed by the parent or
quardian.2s

The State Board has tentatively ruled that a student can compensate for
absences in order to receive course credit. If a student attends class
outside the regular school day for at least i50 percent of the time that he or
she was absent and prepares written material demonstrating mastery of the
material presented during the absence, the unexcused absence will be changed
to "present" for purposes of course credit. Upon reduction of the number of
unexcused absences to three or less, the student may receive course credit.?®

The main issues revolving around the new absence restrictions concern
lTocal district control. Some districts have expressed the conviction that the
district should determine whether an absence is excused. For example, 1in
Roosevelt 1SD, a committee of teachers and administrators has decided whether
excess absences were permissible or not.2” The latest ruling by SBOE is that
a student must be truant for an absence to be unexcused;?* therefore, parents
may remove their children from class f-. any reason.

Another effort in House Bill 72 to focus school activities on
instructional time is a new restriction on extracurricular and -~ocurricular
activities. These provisions are the most controversial of student-related
issues and will require the greatest monitoring.

The State Board defines cocurricular activities as extensions of
class-oom instruction in which an entire class (or a significant portion)
participates. Cocurricular activities occur during %he regular school day and
should enhance student learning of essential elements through participation,
demonstration, {illustration, and observation. Cocurricigr activities are
included in the teacher's instructional plan and are supervised by a teacher
or other educational professional such as a librarian, school nurse,
counselor, or administrator.?® Examples of cocurricular activities include
field trips tc  museums, planetariums, and performing arts exhibits.
Extracurricular activities generally occur outside the regular school day and
are only indirectly related to the curriculum. Examples of extracurricular
activities include band, sports, and student organizations.

To limit interruptions of the school day and participation in
extracurricular activities, SBOE has handed down ten-day and eight-hour rules.
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The ten-day rule limits interruptions during the school day for
extracurricular and cocurricular activities to ten per year for any student.
TEA will grant up to a five-day extension for those students who quaiify for a
higher level of competition. The eight-hour rule 1limits practice,
performance, and travel time outside the regular school day during the regular
school week (ex-luding weekends) to eight hours a week for each activity. TEA
will grant exemptions from this rule for a iimited number of circumstances.?®

A relatively recent SBOE ruling stipulates the number of hours that must
be earned by eventh through tweltth graders 1in order to pcrticipate in
extracurricular activities. In the seventh through ninth gra. °, students
must have regularly passed the preceding crade level or have received credit
for all but one course required in t e .revious g-ade. Students '. the tenth
through twelfth c¢rades must ha. earszC at least four, nine, and fifteen
credits, respectively, toward graduation.

The best-known and most controversial SEOE ruling is the six week rule,
a’ known as the "no-pass no-play" rule. This excludes those students who
ea 1 below a 70 in any course from participatf1g in extracurricular activities
during the following grading period. Students remain eligible for practice
during the probationary six weeks, although participation is prohihited. A
princip.1 may waive a suspension if -“e class is an honors or adva ced class.

In the srring of 1985, many students affected by the "rio-pass no-p'ay"
rule chailengea its constitutionalit: in state court; about 35 lawsuits were
filad. In the Houston area, a state district Judge issued a temporary
injunztion blocking several school districts from enforcing the ruvie.
Howz:er, in July 1985 the State Supreme Court upheld the rule, stating that "a
student’s right to participite ‘n extracurricular activities does not rise to
the same level as the right tc free speech or trec exercise of religion."?}
While this outcome is urlikely to be overturned, the amount of litigation is
indicative of how controversial the “no-pass no~play" rule has been.

District Practices and Community Reactions

The suspicion that time in extracurricular activities was overwhelming
academic work--tk> “tail wagging the dawg"--motivated the regislation about
student time. The Texas legislature felt that relatively drastic action was
necessary to get the attention of school districts. However, the restrictions
cn extracurricular activities have L :ome emotionally charged political issues
1t *he community level. During the . nter and spring of 1985, as the effects
ot the "no-pass no-play" rule firit appeared, Texas newspapers were fil”
with stories of students unable to show their prize heifers, of bands and
basketball teams decimated, of debate teams unable to trave! to competitions
because f the "no-pass no-play” rule and restrictions on absences. Criticism
fron pa:.ats and students dnvolved in agricultural activities has been
particularly vehement, because they can no longer leave school to enter their
livestock in county fairs and o*Yer shows.
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Although the Tlegislation and rulings have imposed consistency on the
districts, many districts have been uncertain how to implement the
requirement, to distinguish cocurricular from extracurricular activities, or
to determine student eligibility. Moreover, local administrators have had to
Justify to their 1local communities the actions of the legislature and the
State Board. Because Yous~ Bill 72 did not specify how cocurricular and
axtracurricular activities should be 1limited, the burden of scheduling and
record keeping has fallen on districts. (Although SBOE did not require
standard recordkeeping in 1984-85, it will review the experiences of districts
to gather ideas for more specific guidelines.)3?

Many administrators and teachers feel that the "no-pass no-play" rule may
be too rigid for good students who fail only one course. Many districts agree
that the State Board should revise this provision v require an average grade
of 70 for the entire year or a certain percentage of the courses passed with a
70. Districts also assert that the period of exclusion from extracurricular
activities should be Timited to one week rather than the entire six-week
grading period; excluding an athlete €from competition for six weeks, for
example, effectively ends his or her ability to pla: for an entire season.

In order to comply with the ten-day rule, which covers cocurricular as
well as extracurricular a-tivities, districts have had to reduce assemblies of
students during the school day. (Chapter 75, examined in chapter 9, has also
cut into cocurricular activities.) Despite comnlaints about the stringency of
the ru'ings concerning student time, most administrators and teachers we'come

» new requirements as ways of getting students back in classrooms.
-umetimes, thev view the requirements of House Bill 72 as ways of reducing
pressures from their commurities to dilute the curriculum: they can blame the
legislature for the new ruling and therefore deflect hostility about
extracurricular activities toward Austin. The provisions about
extracurricular jssues may need to be adjusted, as experiences accumulate in
the next year or two, but most educators still feel it has been a step in the
direction of restoring education to t%e sci00ls.

STUDENT DISCIPLINE

One of the issues that has emerged in the recent . aminations of Anerican
educatior is student discipline. The orinion has become more common that
schools--especially high schools--have become unruly and sometimes lawless
places, and tales of violence and drug dealing arr often told. The Select
Committee on Public Education heard testimony about dis~ipline .n the schools
and recommended a discipline management program.

i House Bill 72 the state legislcture promulgated an extremely
cor yrehensive, detailed, and stringent se* ~€ provisions regarding the role of
lccal districts in discipline management. The bill requires each district to
develop a a discipline management program based on draft rules and a suggested
format provided by TEA.??
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House Bil1 72 and SBOE rules outline four issues which must be addressed
jn a discirline management plan: student conduct, the responsibilities of
parents, due process procedures, and the duties of campus disciplina
officials. At a minimum, the student code of conduct must include rules,
regulations, and expectations relate¢ to conduct; theggonseguences of
violating the code and the conditions for which discipline, removal to an
alternative educational setting, or expulsion may be imposed; definitions of
serious and persistent misbehavior and incorrigible conduct; an outline of the
district's alternative educational program; and procedures for communicating
and distributing the code to students, parents, and teachers.?* The
legislature and State Board emphasize the importance of parents in the
school's disciplinary process. At jeast two parent/teacher conferences must
be held during the school year for the parents of students who have committed
one or more disciplinary infractions or who have been removed to an
alternative educational program at least once during the previous or current
semester, Districts must also provide parent training work<hops for home
reinforcement ¢, :udy skills and specific curriculum objectives. Finally,
districts must provide arnually for signed statements by each student's parent
that the parent understar.s and consents to the responsibilities outlined in
the district's Student Code of Conduct.?®

Teacher Training Programs in Discipline Management

Each district must provide training for its administrators, counselors,
campus discipline personnel, and professional and suppert staff cf alternative
education programs in the discipline management plan of the district.®®
Districts must use in-service workshops for reinforcing teach training 1in
discipline management and must verify to TEA that each teacher in the district
has received training in tha d*strict's discipline management plan by December
31, 1986.

Alternative Education Program

House Biil 72 provides for removing students from the classroom in order
to maintain effective discinline. It allows short-term suspensions (one to
three days) without declaring the student incorrigible and removal of an
incorrigible pupil to an alternative educatfon program.®? To declare a pupil
guilty of incorrigible conduct, a hearing that provides prccedural Jdue process
must find either that the pupil's continued presence in school 3resents a
clear, present, and contiauing danger of physical harm to him or her or to
other individuals or that the pupil has engaged in serious or persistent
misbehavior wh’ch violates specific published standards of student. conduct fur
the school district and that all reasonable alternatives (including a variety
of discipline management techniques) have been exhausted.

Alternative education prcgrams fall into two categories: supervised and
unsupervised educativnal settings. Supervisec educational settings include
in=school suspension, reassignment of classes, transfer te a different campus,
transfer to a school-community guidance center, and assignment to a community-
based alternative school. Unsupervised educational settings usually involve
nome -bas :d instruction, but students removed for truancy and *ardiness cannot
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be placed in an unsupervised educational setting. The length of removal to an
alternative educational setting is limited. Local school boards can also
recommend disciplinary action for Pupiis who accrue more than five days of
unexcused absences during a semester or ten during a school year. A pupil's
parent or a representative is :ntitled to participate in & disciplinary
proceeding. SBOE rules provide a great deal of detail about the procedures
before, during, and after a hearing.

cxpulsions

House Bill 72 stated that no student shall be expelled from school unless
he or she has assaulted a teacher or other individual on school property and,
in the opinion of the local school board, the student's continued presence
presents a clear and continuing danger of physical harm to the student or to
other individuals on school property. Alternativzly, a student may be
expelled if he or she has been moved to an alternative education program; has
continued to be gquilty of incorrigible conduct to the extent that keeping the
student in the program or the schocls would seriously impair {he ability to
provide for other students; and no further reasonable efforts to provide for
the continuing education of the student can be made.

The criteria in House Bill 72 for finding a pupil incorrigible, removing
a student to an alterrative education program, and expelling a student are
extremely stringent and complicated. The new suspension rules affect mainly
secondary schools, because districts report that elementary level students are
rarely suspended. The positive effects of the discipline management program
are greater consistency within and among districts and a greater awareness
among te:c~hers and students of district expectations. Parents have been more
fully i1 egrated into the discipline process through the specification of
parental duties and responsibilities. Teachers, administrators, «nd other
school personnel are receiving formal training in discipline management
techniques and the plans of their district. Procedures of due obrocess have
been scandardized, and much of the previous arbitrariness in suspension ard
expulsion has been eliminated. Most importantly, however, students in trouble
are kept 1in supervised educational settings, interruption of instructional
time is minimized, and students sustain no academic penalty for disciplinary
in/ractions. The new requirements have also forced teachers to put their rules
and regulations into writing and communicate them to students and parents.
Principals -_view these classroom rules and can therefcre change any practices
irzonsistent with the district's adcpted program.

However, most districts agree that House Bill 72 and the SBOE rules have
taken the power away fium the local school boards to suspend and to expel
problem students. Many administrators feel that the conditions for suspension
and expulsion in House Bill 72 are too narrow, and districts resent having to
dec'are students incorrigible to suspend them, because scme individual aciions
by students who are not incorrigible--drug and weapons violations, for
example--may warrant suspension or expulsion. Most district administraturs
feel that decis‘ons on discipline management should be made at the local
‘evel. Becaus: ot the volume of criticism of the discipline management
sections in House Bill 72, House Bill 408, spons-ved by Representative Bill
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Haley, was introduced during the 1985 legislative session, superseding the
discipline management programs in House Bi11 72. The bill liberalized certain
aspects of House Bill 72, such as ' “at teacne»s can do in the classroom and
short-term suspensions, provided muv.e detailed definitions of incorrigibility,
and also addressed the handling of such serious infractions as possession of
drugs, alcohol, and weapons. Despite widespread support from administrators
and teachers and passage in the House, the bill did not pass the Senate
because of procedural differences; therefore, no changes in the discipline
management programs were enacted.

Funding

Discipline management involves more time, more people, and more paperwork
than pas: discipline practices. Many districts have hag to hire additional
personnel to supervise students referred to alternative education pregrams.
Space may prove to be a problem for some districts. Although the costs of
establishing alternative programs are high, House Bill 72 makes no provision
for funding such programs. One district we interviewed received a grant from
the Criminal Justice Department to set up an alternative sc“~o0l,?* but
otherwise districts must fund such programs from local revenues.

CONCLUSIONS

In House Bill 72, the state establizhed a set of minimum standards
related to promotion, griduation, remediation, eligibility for extracurricular
aciivities, and discinline. In particular, the legislature and SBOE have
acopted a new graduation policy requiring passage of a minimum competency
exam, as well as increased academic requirements ard garading standards. The
aim of these reforms is to motivate students, ensure A minimum level of
competency, and identify students in need of remediation.

The general consensus of educators is that the provisions in House Bill
72 cannot completely eliminate social promotion in Texas schools. But some
promotion will be eliminated, and as a result many administrators feel that
dropout rates may double or even triple; these students who anticipate failure
on the exit level test may drop out as well. Some educators claim that the
new passing grade has already increased the dropout rate, aespecially among
minorities.3? This resuit would be unfortunate, because the intent of House
Bil11 72 is to prevent students from graduating without basic skills and to
provide remedial instruction, not to push students out of school. Yet,
ironically, as public expectations about student perfermanc: rise, dropout
rates may increase.

Many <2ducators fear that minority students will be disproportionctely
affected by the provisions of House Bi1l 72. Because of experiences in other
states, <come fear that minority students will be more likely to fail the exit
exam. In fact, come experiences in Texas districts have already confirmed
this danger. For example, Austin ISD reported higher failure rates for black
and Hispanic students on the TEAMS tests given to Jjuniors and seniors in
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spring 1985.%° In addition, many minority students may be eliminated from
extracurricular activities due to the new passing grade, which might
contribute to more attrition and discipline problenms. Thus, the overall
effect of these reforms could be discriminatory, even if the intent is not.

Furthermore, stricter grading standards could cause additional problems
for slow 1learners. Some students may not be capable of passing through the
system with a 70, even with remediation, yet ihere must be a way to pass those
who are not eligible for special education. This is especially a concern at
the elementary level, because some administrators feel that primary schools

may lose their capacity to adjust teaching content and practice to slower
ctudents.

Another problem that has been realized by some administrators is that the
more serious, college-bound students nhave been taking easier courses because
of the minimum passing grade and are somatimes reluctart to register for
advanced or honors courses. The dilemma i3 that measurss designed to motivate
better performance may instead have the oppusite eifect.

There are, then, several ironies in the provisions of House Bill 72
related to student conduct. Measures designed to improve education may
instead dilute it or push marginal students out of school. To prevent these
unintended results, it will be necessary to monitor the effects of House Bill
72 on student performance, to devise effective strategies for remediation, and
to ensure that the potentially punitive aspects are softexed by its suppertive
intentions.
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CHAPTER FOUR
STATE-FUNDED COMPENSATORY EDUCATICY

The concept of "compensatory education" arose in the early 1960s as part
of the movement to eliminate poverty. The architects of the War on Poverty
viewed education as critical to breaking the "cycle of poverty." They
believed the failure of poor children to do as well in school as their
middle-class peers was an important factor perpetuating that cycle.

In this view, the children of the poor are no less intelligen’. than the
children of the middle class; therefore, differences in thei» achievement in
school must be due to adverse environmental factors. Advocates of
¢ "nrosatory education do not always “~qree on the precise nature of these
environmental factors but tend to lump them together under the general 1label
"educational deprivation." The phrase "compensatory education" comes from the
need to “"compensate” for the low-income child's environmental disadvantages by
offering more intensive instruction.

The two major federal compensatory education programs established in the
mid-1960s, Head Start and Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act, sought to provide additional educational services to the children of the
poor. Head Start offered preschool programs, while Title I fun d programs of
intensive help for Jlow-achieving students 1in schools with above-average
concantrations of low-income children. School districts in Texas received
approximately $200 million a year from the federal goverrn.ent to operate
programs under the successor to Title I, Chapter 1 of the Education
Consolidation 1nd Improvement Act of 1981. 1In practice, federal compensatory
education money serves students who are falling behind in basic skills such as
rezding or mathematics and whos: learning deficit is not due to any
identifiable physical or mental handicap or to inability to speak English.
Thece funds are allocated to districts baced on the number of low=1income
students in tr2 district, measured by a count of students eligible for free or
recuced-price school lunches.

There has been considerable debate about the effectiveness of
compensatory programs. In the 2arly years of Title I, funds were often used
for purposes unrelated to compensatory learning, and educators were unsure
what compensatory programs shruld be; under these conditions 1t 1is not
surprising that evaluations of Title I programs found few positive effects.
In the past decade, as abuses have diminished and methods have improved, the
evaluations have shown more systematic positive effects;! in particular, the
most sophisticated analysis--the Sus’aining Effects Study, designed to see
whether compensatory programs have lasting rather than temporary gains-~has
confirmed improvements in math for all elementary grades and in reading for
grades one to three.? As in so many other areas of education, then,
well-designed compensatory programs can provide real benefits "2 disadvantaged
children, althcugh many ineffective programs persist as well.

Before House Bill 72, the amount of funding for state compensatory
education (SCE) was much smaller than that fur the federal program, Texas
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districts received an allocation of $44 per low-income child, or a total of
arproximately $51.6 million in state compensatory funding in the 1983-84
school year, about one-quarter of the federal funds. Low-income children in
SCE were, and still are, counted by the same method used for the federal
program. The legislature made a separate appropriation for SCE every
biennium; the law provided that, {f appropriations were insufficient to
provide $44 per child, this allotment was to be reduced by the percentage of
the shortfall.

House Bill 72 changed this funding mechanism by making state compensatory
educution part of a district's total foundation allotment, supplying 1.2 times
the normal adjusted basic allotment for each low-income child. The extra 20
percent was counted as the district's compensatory education allotment. For
large districts, this extra 20 percent amounted to 20 percent of $1,290 or
$258 1in 1984-85, considerahly higher than the prior allocation of $44 per
child; for high-cost districts, the amount of SCE funds was higher still.?
This change in formula resulted in more than a sixfold increase in the state
compensatory education funding for Texas school districts, to approximately
$320 million for the 1984-85 school year.

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN FELERAL AND STATE COMPENSATORY EDUCATION

Districts face much less formal restriction on how they can spend their
SCE funds than they do for money received under Chapter 1. Unlike federal
funds, the money can be used to offer services to the gene 11 student
population, to provide Englisk as a Second Language and bilingual services,
and to pay for services to some students that the district provides to other
students with noncompensatory education .unds. The differences between state
and federal compensatory funding include the following:

- School Selection: A districy is allowed to spend state compensatury
education money in any school. Chapter 1 money can only be spent in
"eligible" schools, which means, with certain exceptions
specifically provided for in tke law, schools with a higher-than-
district-average number or percentage of low-income students.

= Student Selection: The federal program requires districts to use a
formal and systematic process for identifying which students are to
receive services, and districts can not offer Chapter 1 services to
any student who had not been identified by this process. In
addition, the district is required to serve the children identified
as being in greatest need of Chapter 1 s rvices before serving
anyone else. By contrast, a district can offer SCE-funded services
to its entire student body or to any student that someone 1in the
district decides 1is 1in need of remediation. This gives districts
great flexibility to use state compensatory education money for
almost any remediation-related purpose and makes SCE a logical
funding source for tutorials or other remedial programs serving a
rapidly changing group of students. On the other hand, this
Tlexibility may have led to districts' spreading the money too
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thinly to offer students the intensity of services they need.

- Grade Levels Served: Approximately 80 percent of Chapter 1 dollars
in Texas are spent on children 1in the preschool and elementary
grades, in the belief that remediation is most effective when begun
early. By contrast, SCE funds seem to be divided more evenly
between the elementary and secondary levels. The increased number
of classes required for high school graduation and Chapter 75's
restrictions on pulling students out of regular classes are likely
to reinforce the tendency to concentrate Chapter 1 money in the
elementary grades. In contrast, the state high school graduation
requirement that students pass the Texas Educational Assessment of
Minimum Skills test may have led to an increased expendit »e of SCE
funds in secondary grades to help students who failed the test.

- Accountability: Chapter 1 requires districts to offer programs "“of
sufficient size, scope, and quality to give reasonable promise of
substantial progress toward meeting the special educational needs of
the children being servea"; to evaluate their programs by methods
including "objective measurements of educational achievement in
basic skills"; and to use the results of the evaluation to make
necessary improveme ts in the program.®* This evaluation requirement
has generated an imnense volume of literature attempting to document
the effectiveness of .ifferent approaches to compensatory education.
In contrast, aistricts receiving state compensatory education money
are not required to demonstrate the effectiveness of their programs.

Before receiving Chapter 1 funds, a district is requivred to describe
to the state what it plans to do with the moray, in an application
that is usually twenty or thirty pages long. Districts receive SCE
funds automatically if they qualify for state aid and fill in a
one-page form at the end of the year on how they spent the money.
Federal compensatory education programs are monitored mgcr

systematically by the state than are state compensatory education
programs. The Texas Education Agency employed twenty-three full-
time ind’'viduals specifically for on-site monitoring of Chapter 1
programs.®  State compensatory education programs are not monitored
and are not examined systematically in TEA's accreditation audits.®

- Administrative (osts: Up to 35 percent of state compensatory
education money can be spent on administrative costs directly or
indirectly related to the district's remedial program. Since this
concept o. 1indirect administrative costs 1is 1interpreted rather
loosely, in practice any district that wants to spend the full 35
percent cn administrative costs can do so. Chapter 1 is much
stricter about winich administrative costs are allowed to be
ailocated to the program, in order to prevent districts from using
federal fuids to cover ordinary administrative costs. The state
allows districts an indirect cost rate based on the proportion of
the district's overall budget soent on administration usually
around 3 to 5 percent.

- Chapter 1's Supplement-Not-Suppiant Requirement: Districts are
permitted to use Chapter 1 money only as a sdpplement, to provide
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more intensive educational services to Chapter 1 children than other
children receive. Districts are not allowed to use Chapter 3
compensatory funds to pay for services that they provided to sther
students out of noncompensatory education funds or that are mandated
by state iaw. In the language of the statute, to do so wouid
constitute "supplanting," or using Chapter 1 money to replace state
or local spending that occurs anyway. State compensatory education
nas no supplement-not-supplant requirement, so state compensatory
funds can be used to replace local spending on remedial programs and
to pay for a broad range of services that the district would provide
with local funds if the state money were absent.

- Parent Involvement: Federal law requires that Chapter 1 programs be

Tdesigned and implemented in consultation with parents and teachers"

and that school districts "convene annually a public meeting, to
which all parents of eligible students shall be invited, to explain
to parents the programs and activities provided with funds made
available under this chapter."” Although this requirement i{s a
weakening of the federal parent involvement requirement from the
days of Title I, it 1is still strong by comparisen with state
compensatory education, which contains no parent involvement
requirement whatsoever.

In general, the restrictiveness of the federal money encourages districts
to pinpoint those students in greatest need of remediation, to provide those
students with educational services that are significantly more intensive than
those provided to the general student population, and to keep track of whether
the remedial program is actually working. In addition, the supplement-n. ¢t~
supplant requirement makes the federal dollars more l1ikely to increase the
level of spending. On the other hand, restrictiveness may in some jnstances
lead to rigidity and to districts' preferring old program designs because they
are known to be legal an” secure from audit exceptions, not because they
consider them to be the most effective. The flexibility of state compensatcry
education may encourage districts to use the money to try out new programs

that they would not have attempted in the presence of complex legal
requirements.

CHANGES IN STATE COMPENSATORY EDUCATION UNDER HOUSE BILL 72

House Bill 72 made several changes in the requirements for how districts
spend their state compensatory education money and report those expenditures
to the state. Prior to House Bill 72, the law required districts to
administer a state-adopted criterion-referenced test to third, fifth, and
ninth grade students, in addition to any students in the tenth through twelfth
grades who had failed to pass the ninth grade test. Each district was
required to u  .he results of the state test "to design and implement
appropriate cumpensatory instructional services for students" and to "submit
an annual report to the commissioner of education which describes how state
compensatory funds received pursuant to this section have been used to provide
for those services."® House Bill 72 added two new subsections requiring
remediation for any student who failed part or all of the high school exit
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exam or whose TEAMS score was "below a standard established by the State Board
of Education."

In practice, this report was a one-page form which provided very little
information on how the district had actually used the mor.ey, depending on how
the district filled out the report. There were no additional requiraments
about what "appropriate" compensatory services might have consisted of, stch
as the "size, scope, and quality" requirements in the federal Chapter 1
program.

Moreover, there was no direct monitoring by the state of how districts
spent their state compensatory education allotment. The logical ageicy to
monitor districts' state-funded compensatory programs was the Division of
Compensatory Education, which already monitored federally funded Chapter 1
compensatory programs in over 90 percent of the districts in the state.
Although the State Board of Education was scheduled to discuss whether to
assign the responsibility of monitoring state compensatory education programs
to the Division of Compensatory Education,® as of this writing this decision
had not yet been made.

In the past, TEA's Division of State Funding was responsible for
overseeing state compensatory education. However, this division was basically
a "check-writing" agency responsible for ensuring that districts raceived
their prooer state aid allotments and exercised 1ittle oversight over how the
allotments were spent. Given the small size of state compensatory education
allotments before House Bill 72 and the loose restrictions on expenditures of
the money, the division did not feel that monitoring districts' state
compensatory educz2tion programs would be worth the expense.'® Consequently,
the only monitoring activity the Division of State Funding conducted in
1984-85 was to collect districts' one-page reports on how they spent their SCE
funds

State compensatory education has never been separately examined in the
visits by TEA's Accreditation Division. These visits monitor a district's
overall academic program anu therefore may observe a compensatory class by
chance, but they do not examine compensatory programs specifically. As a
result, there is no real monitoring of the s...e compens .tory education
program.

House Bill 72 incluc-d a new provision which requires that districts
report annually how they spend thetr state compensatory education z1lotment in
each indivicual schocl. This information is to become part of each district's
"performance report," in which the districts ilso report their students'
average achievement test scores. In theory, this report could be the basis
for monitoring SCE funds more closely, although written reports without
on-site visits .ad enforcement provisions might not be very infe-mati-2. As
of this writing, however, TEA had not yet determined what specific information
about district compensatory programs the performance reports would contain.
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House Bill 72 enacted five new requirements indirectly related to
compensatory education. The first requires students to pass all sections of a
competency test "in mathematics and English lang'age arts" ir either the
eleventh or twelfth grade in order to receive a higi school diploma. This
compels districts to offer remedial instruction to any student who fails a
section cf this test. The second mandates that districts provide "a remedial
program for any student whose achievement test score was below a standard
established by the State Board of Eduzation." The "achievement test" 1{is the
TEAMS test, and the State Board of cducation is expected to set this standard
in July 1985.1' In addition, the law requires districts to provide tutovials
for students earning a grade less than 70 in any of their courses; this comes
on top of a requirenent in House Bill 246 that districts p ovide remedial
instruction to any student who fails to master the essential elements.
Finally, House Bill 72 requires many districts to provide compensatory
prekindergarten programs and summer preschool programs ‘or children with
limited English proficiency; while these new programs, described at greater
length in chapter 8, are funded separately from SCE, they do represent forms
of compensatory education that can receive SCE funds.

If these obligations in House Bil1 246 and House Bill 72 are enforced,
then districts face numerous, even overwhelming, aemands on their SCE money,
and the absence of a supplement-not-supplant rule for state compensatory
education may be irrelevant. By the time districts pay for the different
forms of state-required remediation, they are not likely to have any state
compensatory money left and may then be forced to commit local resources to
pay for the cost of the required programs.

During the 1984-85 school year, however, none of these requirements--
except tutorials and remediaticn for students who fail the TABS test--had gone
into effect. The State Board of Education had not yet adopted the required
competency test for high school graduation or the cutoff scores on the TEAMS
test. The required preschool summer program was scneduled to go into effect
in the summer of 1985, and the prekindergarten program in the fall of 1985;
some districts postponed planning for these programs in the hope that the
'egislature would repeal the requirement for these programs. In addition, the
‘ouse Bill 246 requirement that districts provide remediation for students who
fail to master the essential elements was scheduled to go into effect in
September 1985. The additional reporting requirement for districts' state
compensatory education funds had not been implemented, and the monitoring of
districts' state compensatory funds had not begun to take place.

With so many provisions of House Bill 246 and House Bill 72 not yet
implemented, Texas school districts are far from feeling the complete fiscal
effect of these requirements. The additional money provided by House Bill 72
came immediately, but some costs of implementing the legislation will be felt
in subsequent years, particularly beginning in the 1985-86 school year. With
the state legislature reluctant to lavy additicnal taxes to support the full
cost of what the legislation requires, one possible consequence 1is that the
funds for meeting these requirements will come from local revenues. One
potential danger is a new version of an old story; some districts,
particularly those with low property tax bases, will have greater difficulty
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carrying out legislative obligations, while better-endowed districts will have
lTittle trouble.

HOW DISTRICTS SPEND THEIR STATE COMPENSATORY MONEY

According to their state reports for the 1983-84 school year, the
districts in our survey reported spending the bulk of their state compensatory
education money prior to House Bili 72 for remedial programs in reading and
mathematics. Most of the money was used to pay the salaries of teachers
involvec in remediation. Out of sixteen disiricts examined, four districts,
including one with more than a $1 million allotment, reported spending 100
percent of their state compensatory allotment on teacher salaries. Districts
appeared to have concentrated a large proportion, possibly more than half, of
state compensatory funding in grades seven through twelve. (In contrast, most
districts concentrated the bulk of their Chapter 1 program funding in the
elementary grades.) Two districts reported specific methods by which they
co-ordinated their state and federal compensatory education programs. One of
these trained high school seniors to work as student teachers in Chapter 1
schools, and a second district hired teachers and aides with SCE funds to aid
the same student population served by Chapter 1.

How did the new requirements and the more than sixfold increase in state
compensatory education under House Bill 72 affect these spending patterns? Of
eighteen districts interviewed, seventeen received an increase in state
compensatory funds. The state compensatory education funds 1in one wealthy
district were eliminated because SCE was incorporated into the general state
foundation aid formula, and this district did not qualify for aid under that
formula.

In the seventeen districts that had 1increased state compensatory
education money, nearly every one reported using some of the increase to pay
for tutorials, and most planned to use state compensatory education money to
pay for state-required prekindergarten and preschool  summer bilingual
programs. In addition, many districts were using SCE to cover part or all of
the cost of tu yring students who failed the TABS test. Since the
announcement of the increase came late in the summer after most districts had
already adopted their budgets, several districts had not yet decided (as of
winter 1985) how they would spend the increase.

Apart from meeting House Bill 72's requirements, the districts in the
survey spent much of their state compensatory money on remedial reading and
rathematics and computer-assisted instruction, particularly at the jurior high

evel. Five districts indicated that they planned to use part of the funding
increase to pay for remedial summer school.

In addition, the majority of the districts with large Hispanic or Asian
populations spent much or most of their state compensatory education allotment
on English as a Second Language programs. The fact that districts felt
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compelled to use state compensatory education funds for this purpose indicates
that state ESL funding (described 1in greater detail in chaptur 5) it
inadequate. In certain districts with large newly immigrant Hispanic
populations, such as those in the Valley, operating ESL programs appeared to
be the main use for state compensatory funds.

A final use for state compensatory educa. money arpeared to be to
replace local funds previously spent on _sediation. Of the eighteen
districts in the survey that received SCE funding, three reported that they
were likely to use part cf this year's increase to pay for remedial programs
previously supported by local funds. Austin, a district not in our survey,
planned to use the entire increase in state compensatory education to pay for
remedial programs previously supported with local funds, using the replaced
local funds for a teacher salary increase. In effect, Austin will use the
increase in SCE funds to raise teacher salaries. One small district reported
that it lacks "a real compensatory education program" and simply "uses [the
SCE money) where it is needed."

In sum, most state compensatory education money appeared to be spent to
augment the districts' ability to operate remedial programs, although there is
some use of state money in certain districts to pay for programs that would
have been supported locally in the absence of state money. However, districts
were already feeling the impact of the new state requirements, 3nd an
increasing proportion of state compensatory money was being used to satisfy
those requirements. In addition, districts with large immigrant populations
were finding state compensatory education funding to be a useful substitute
for inadequate state funding for bilingual and ESL instruction.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Over the last thirty years, state aid in Texas has been viewed not as
supplemental funds added to local revenues, but a subsidy to districts to
provide a minimum level of expenditures which local spending may supplement.
Consequently, the lack of interest in a requirement that state compensatory
education supplement rather than supplant 1local compensatory education
spending should not come as a surprise. However, the consequence of not
having this requirement in the past was that the state had to provide a larger
increase in SCE aid in order to make a difference in compensatory spending,
because districts were 1ikely tc use part of the increase to pay for programs
previously supported by ilocal effort.

The enactment of new legislation requiring districts to operate exten<i:e
remedial programs has fundamentaily changed this situation. Despite tie
significant 1increase in state compensatory funding, many districts have found
SCE funding inadequate to carry out the remedial tasks mandated by the state.
Since several state requirements--including preschool summer programs,
prekindergarten programs, and remediation for students falling be:ry¢ state
standards on the TEAMS test or failing to master essential elements--h.va not
yet taken effect, many school district administrators may soon discover that
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their SCE funds are insufficient, despite the increases in House Bill 72.

Another large question that remains is how to make state-funded
compensatory programs more effective. One possible approach, followed by a
number of other states in their compensatory education programs, is to make
state compensatory aid more 1like Chapter 1: to institute more formal
procedures for determining which children are to be served, to evaluate
whether programs are successful, and to determine whether programs supplement
a required minimum level of local effort. This approach poses the familiar
dilemma of state versus local control and is not 1ikely to be popular with
districts which want flexibility to use state comper<atory education funds to
benefit any student who needs remediation, whe ner that student s
educationally disadvantaged or not.

A more promising approach would be tc strengthen the role of the Texas
Education Agency in providing technical assistance to districts .o improve
their SCE-funded programs. Such a strategy could consist of two parts. The
first could be a mandate, passed by the legislature and backed by appropriate
funding, that TEA provide technical assistance to districts in evaluating and
improving their SCE-funded programs. As part of this program, the Education
Service Centers could train school district personnel to use test scores and
other evaluation results to improve their SCE-funded programs, Jjust as now
happens with federal compensatory education. The second element could be a
system to discover successful state compensatory education programs and
disseminate their methods throughout the state.

Clearly, the Texas legislature made a substantial commitment to
compensatory education in House Bill 72, most obviously in a rizable expansion
f funds. To make sure these dollars are spent :risely, the state could spend
a few extra cents to evaluate and improve the quality of these programs.
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Notes

'Benjamin Stickney and Virginia Plunkett, "Closing the Gap: A Historical
Perspective on the Effectiveness of Compensatory Education," Phi Delta Kappan
65 (December 1983): 287-90.

*Launor Carter, A Study of Compensatory and Elementary Education: The

Sustaining Effects Study, Final Report (System Development Corporation for the

U.S. Department of Education, January 1983).

3Because the adjusted basic allotment in 1984-85 equaled $1,290 x (1 +
.75(PDI-1)), the value of the SCE allocation was influenced by the PDI. For
disi-icts with the maximum PDI of 1.282, for example, the adjusted basic
alloument was $1,563, and the extra funds for state compensatory education
equaled $313 per low-income child.

“*Education Consolidation and Improvement Act of 1981, 20 U.S.C. Annotated
3805, PL 97-35 as amended by PL 98-211 (November 1983).

*Telephone  interview with Paul Mettke, Assistant Director, Texas
Education Agency Division of Compensatory Education, Austin, Texas, April 25,
1985. At the time of the interview, twenty of the twenty-three positiens were
filled, and the agency was seeking applicants for the other three positions.

*Telephone interview with an employee 1in the Texas Education Agency
Division of Accreditation, Austin, Texas, March 19, 1985.

‘tducation Consolidation and Improvement Act of 1981, 20 U.S.C. 3805,
Sec. 556(e).

*Texas Education Code, Sec. 16.176(f).

*Telephone interview with Jim Wilson, Director, Division of Compensatory
Education, Texas Education Agency, Austin, Texas, March 19, 1985.

1°Telephone interview with Tom Patton, Director, Division of State
Funding, Texas Education Agency, Austin, Texas, February 21, 1985.

'Interview with Dave Jones, Researcher, Division of Educational
Assessment, Texas Education Agency, Austin, Texas, March 22, 1985. In
addition, the TEAMS test is to be administered in the first and seventh grad
as well as the third, fifth, and ninth grades as was required previously.
TEAMS is a revision of the Texas Assessment of Basic Skills test.
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CHAPTER FIVE
CHANGES IN STATE-FUNDED BILINGUAL EDUCATION

Like compensatory education, bilingual education is a program for a group
of children--those of 1imited English proficiency, or LEP--to enhance their
education. As in the case of compensatory education, most of the early
developments in bilingual education came from the federal government. A small
state-funded program was substantially increased by House Bi11 72, providing
opportunities to expand bilingual programs. Unfortunately, this expansion has
coincided with other problems that bilingual education faces: a decline in
federal support; an increased LEP population in Texas schools, because of
immigration from Mexico, Central America, and the Orient; and shortages of
certiiied bilingual teachers. One important question is whether increases in
state funding are adequate to address these problems or whether bilingual
programs wiil fall behind despite the changes of House Bill 72.

EARLY FEDERAL. DEVELOPMENTS

The history of bilingual education has been closel: associated with the
increase of Hispanics in the United States, currently estimated to be the
fastest-growing minority group in the United States and 21 percent of the
population in Texas.! Most studies of Mexican American students in the 1960s
concluded that four factors hindered their economic and educational
development: they do badly in school, drop out early, are poor, and speak
primarily Spanish.? The National Commission on Employment Policy concluded
that Timited English proficiency was the crucial pre*'em for Mexican Americans
and that, of various barriers to success in the American job market, "by far
the most important is difficulty with English."® Since language barriers lead
both to poor school performance and to underemployment in labor markets, the
need to reduce limited English proficiency from an early age was obvious.

In the early 1960s, however, there was some question about the
effectiveness of bilingual educaticn for students of Limited English Speaking
Ability (LESA). Results from early bilingual studies viewed bilingualism as
detrimental to inteilectual func*ioning and success in school. Bilingual
education came to be viewed more positively only after a comprehensive study

in 1962 of six French schools 1in Montreal. The results showed that
"bilinguals perform signi,.cantly better than monolinguals on both verbal and
nonverbal intelligence tests. . . the bilinguals appear to have a more

diversified set of mental abilities than the monolinguals." The late sixties
brought an increase in public support and discussion of bilingual education.
Th2 National Advisory Committee on Mexican American Education addressed the
problem of 1limited English proficiency. The committee recommended that
instruction be conducted in both Enqlish and Soanish and that teachers be
better prepared in instructing bilingual education. As Father Henry J. Casso
proclaimed curing a conference on Mexican Americar education, "Ya Basta, The
Siesta Is Over!"$

For the first time, Congress addressed the need with the passage of the
Bilingual Education Act of 1968. The act established an advisory committee on
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bilingual education and developed a mechanism for federal funding of
programs.® The act provided that the "highest pricrity" be given districts
with large numbers of children from non-English-speaking backgrounds and also
furnished funds for teacher education 1in bilingual techniques.’ However,
funding remained meager.

In 1970, the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW) directed
districts with LESA student populations of 5 percent or greater to provide
special language programs, based on the Civil Rights Act of 1964,® forbidding
discrimination in education based on race, color, religion, or national
origin. These directives were challenged in court and upheld in a 1974
opinion which significantly changed the future course of bilingual education.
In the case of Lau v. Nichols, 414 U.S. 563, the Supreme Court ruled that the
San Francisco Unified School District was not in compliance with the Civil
Rights Act of 1964.° The Court asserted, "we know that those who do not
understand English are certain to find their classroom experiences wholly
incomprehensible and in no way meaningful" and went on to state that the
plaintiffs, a group of non-English-speaking Chinese students, were
discriminated against when the classroom and instruction techniques ignored
their lack of English proficiency.!® The justices ruled that special programs
were necessary. In 1975, HEW developed a set of guidelines to interpret the
Supreme Court ruling, known as the Lau remedies. These are outlines of
alternative solutions and programs for bilingual education, and were initially
used to mandate bitingual programs 1in over five hundred school dfstricts
across the nation.

BILINGUAL METHODS AND THEIR EFFECTIVENESS

Various programs exist today that help LEP students in their efforts to
comprehend and speak English: submersion; English as a Second Language;
immersion; transitional bilingual education (TBE); and bilingual-bicultural
programs.

1. Submersion: LEP students are placed in regular classrooms where only
English is spoken. Submersion is aptly cailed the "sink or swim" approach to
language deficiencies. The LEP student's home language is not spoken at all
in the classroom, and no attempt 1is made to retain the student's native
language and culture. Submersion 1is not properly considered a bilingual
method, of course.

2. English as a Second Language: Ideally, teachers use ESL as a
component of a ccmplete bilingual curriculum. However, it is most widely used
today as the sole instructional technique for LEP children. Typically, ESL
instruction takes place in English during one class period; for the rest of
the day ESL students are placed in regular classrooms (in other words, in
submersion).

3. Immersion: Immersion instructior is 1in English, as 1is ESL, but
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immersion teaches subject matter and English simultaneously, and the student's
native language is therefore used in a variety of classes. Vocabulary is
introduced slowly as the subject matter requires.

4. Transitionz] Bilingual Education: TSE teaches reading in both the LEP
student's home Tanguage and English. The subject matter is taught in the home

language wuntil the studert's English proficiency allows the student to attend
regular classes.

5. Bilingual-Bicultural: Bilingual-bicultural educati=n is similar to the
TBE program, but the bilingual-bicultural approach emphasizes the importance
of teaching the student's native culture and language throughout the
elementary and secondary years,!?

There are snortcomings and problems with each of these models. The
transitional bilingual technique ignores the value of retaining bilingualism
in the child, since the bilingual-bicultural curriculum is abandoned once the
pupil achieves fluency in English. ESL does not incorporate cultural or
bilingual aspects into its program, and many consider it merely a supplement
to the other models. Immersion has proven effective among French Canadian
students, but it is not effective among Hispanics. Middle to upper class
status--an advantage most Hispanics don't enjoy--plays important roles in the
success of the Canadian experiment in immersion.!?

Not surprisingly, there have been vociferous critics of any form of
bilingualism. Opponents feel that bilingual education fosters ethnic

separatism and fails to provide English proficiency as rapidly as immersion
programs.!?

The Department of Education found that some bilingual instructional
techniques actually harmed the educational development of students.* The
negative effects of bilingual programs were attributed to poor techniques of
assessing need. A student is classified as LEP if he or she performs below a
certain level of English proficiency and comes from a non-English speaking
background. However, many students who performed worse in a bilingual program
were less proficient in their home language than in English; therefore,

bilingual methods presented additional barriers rather than help in improving
their English.

There is little doubt, however, that the majority of special language
programs are effective in improving the educational performance of the LEP
students.'®* Furthermore, a recent study refutes the claim that bilingual
programs stall the integration of minority groups into American society. The
study found instead that specia) language programs result in greater parental
involvement 1in schools and community and that parents became "more integrated
into the educational and political system on local, state, and national levels
when their children were enrolled in bilingual programs."'® In sum, the
research shows that bfilingual education is often a more effective
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instructional method for the LEP child, although there is still some
uncertainty ahout which of the four bilingual instructional methods is most
effective.

CURRENT NATIONAL ISSUES

The dominant national issue 1in bilingual education over the past few
years has been the effort of the Reagan Administration to reduce federal
spending on education as part of the attempt to cut spending on special
programs. Since 1980, there has been a 46 percent reauction in federal
bilingual funds;'” as a result, only half of the school districts applying for
federal bilingual funds are currently receiving them.!® The Administration
has also rescinded proposed regulations concerning state compliance.®?
Regulations are necessary, however, because Title VII of the Bilingual
Education Act of 1968 does not obligate school districts to provide bilingual
education, but merely provides supplemental funds for districts that want
them. The Lau decision mandates the implementation of a special language
program, but it does not specify what type of preogram should be used.
Furthermore, the Lau remedies specify preferred instructicnal techniques, but
they are not legally enforceable.?® As a resul:t, federal regulations are
necessary to ensure that districts implement comprehensive and appropriate
bilingual programs in districts that need them.??! Many supporters of
bilingual education fear that schodl districts are doing just enough to comply
with federal regulations, so that weaker federal regulations wili hamper
efforts to develcp more comprehensive programs.

Finally, the Reagan Administration has attempted to reverse the gains
made by bilingual supporters. It has asserted that 1local school districts,
rather than the federal government, should be responcible for developing
programs for non-English-speaking students--despite the fact that few local
districts provided any bilingual education prior to federal funding.
Furthermore, the Reagan Administration supports ESL rather than native
language development and time limits on federal funding in order to encourage
eventual funding solely at the local level;?? as a result, the Administration
originally proposed that bilingual education programs be cut 72 percent from
$180 million to $50 million.2* Only heavy lobbying by the bilingual education
community prevented such a serious reduction.

These attacks on bilingual education come at a time when many bilingual
educators and administrators believe essential improvements are needed,
including more bilingual education programs for teachers, continuing bilingual
education in high school and college, and development of community activities
for bilingual adults who are out of school.?* Furthermore, they come at a
time when Texas has experienced an 1increase 1in its bilingual populations,
including both Spanish-speaking children and Oriental children.
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BILINGUAL EDUCATION IN TEXAS

The initial legislation requiring bilingual education in the elementary
grade was pa<sed by the 1973 legislature, but enrollments were relatively
low.2% In 1975, the Office of Civil Rights of the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare identified 59 schoo) districts in Texas out of 300
nationally that would be required to institute special language programs for
LESA students.?® 1In 1981, Texas passed legislation (S.B. 477) containing
specific requirements for bilingual education in school districts where the
need existed.?” These requirements include tho following:

1. If a district identifies twenty or more LEP students at any grade
level for & given language, the district is required to offer
bilingual instruction (as onposed to cSL) for grades K-5 in that
language.

2. If a district identifies between one and twenty LEP students at a
grade level for a given language, the district must provide one
45-minute period of ESL instruction per day.

3. At tne secondary level all LEP students must be provided with at
least forty-five minutes of ESL instruction per day. Bilingual
programs at the secondary level are voluntary.?2®

4. Texas is one of thirteen states requiring bilingual teacher
certification.2®

These state standards are stricter than the federal {iingual
requirements, which stipulate special language instruction for LEP students
but do not specify ¢ particular educationa} technique, set class size, or
provide for teacher certification. As a result, all Texas school districts

meeting the regulations of S.B. 477 are considered in compliance with federal
guidelines.

A1l federal funds for bilingual education are to be used as supplements
to Tocal and state special language funding; this requirement is equivalent to
the supplement-not-supplant rule in federa) compensatory education. Federal
bilingual funds come from a variety of sources, such as migrant education
grants, Chapter 1 (compensatory education), and Chapter 2 (the Education Block
Grant). However, the majority of federal funding comes from Title VII
authorizations. Local districts must apply for these funds directly through
the Department of Education. Each district must submit a copy of idts
application to TEA for review and comment, and the agency also has the
authority to enforce compliance and with federal requirements.
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CHANGES IN STATE BILINGUAL FUNDING

Prior to House Bill 72, bilingual programs in Texas were funded through a
foundation grant. The state provided 1ccal districts with $12.50 per LEP
student in an ESL program and $50 per LEP student in a bilingual program. The
total state funding from the grant was $9.7 million in 1983-84.%° Under this
funding structure, 25 percent of the funding received by local districts was
required to be spent on teacher training. Tne other 75 percent could be spent
on programs and on pupil evaluation, instructional materials, and supplemental
staff expenses, including salaries.

House Bill 72 changed state funding for bilingual education. The bill
transformed the previous grants of $12.50 and $5C per pupil for ESL and
bilingual education intoc a weighted pupil formula similar to that for
compensatory education. T[he new House Bill 72 funding formula calls for
allocation of the adjusted basic allotment ($1,290) multiplied by (.1) for
every student in a special language program, for a minimum supplement of $129
per pupil.?? The allotment is the same for students enrolled in bilingual and
ESL programs. The funding change resulted in an increase in state funding
from $9.7 million to $35 milifon for bilingual education.®? The 25 percent
previously allocated for staff development is no longer required. In its
place, the State Board allows districts to use up to 15 percent of bilingual
funds for general administrative costs.

On the surface, the considerable increase in funding appears to be a
victory for bilingual supporters and LEP studeats, and the districts we
interviewed welcomed the increased funding. However, many questioned whether
the new funding mechanism would solve the difficulties facing bilingual
education in Texas, because House Bill 72 comes at a time when other problems
are increasing and other sources of funds are dwindling.

One problem is that total spending on bilingual programs from state,
federal, and local sources will not increase in some schoo) districts, for
several reasons. Some distiricts reported that they were already experiencing
a decrease in local funds for bilingual programs. Consequently, they will use
the increased state dollars to compensate for the loss of local monies.??® In
addition, other changes in House Bi11 72, such as maximum class si-e of
twenty-two students and tutorial programs, will require additional local
funds; therefore, the increased biiingual funding may be used o supplant
local dollars which were previously spent on bil’ngual projects. State funds
are not required to supplement current programs and supplanting of iocal funds
by state bilingual money can be achieved under the auspices of "general
administrative costs" allowed under House Bil!l 72.

Finally, since 1978, there has been a significant decrease in federal
Title VII money granted to Texas schools. In 1978, the state was receiving
$21 million; today, that figure has dropped to $6 million. Oscar Cardenas,
director of the Division of Bilingual Education of the Texas Education Agency,
attributes the decline in Title VII funds not only to reduced appropriations,
but also to intimidating audits conducted by the U.S. Derartment of Education

107




o ﬁ
-83-

in 1981, which made some local districts reluctant to apply for federal funds
for fear of future audits.?* During January to August 1981, the Office of the
[nspector General for Audit of the Department of Education conducted a review
of seventeen Title VII projects. It concluded that Title VII funding in Texas
had 1ittle impact on bilingual education and requested that the Department of
Education terminate several projects and refund approximately $6 million in
misusad funds to the federal government. Later, the Office of the Inspector
General redured this claim to $66,000 after an appeals process.)®® Increased
state bilingual funds will, in essence, be replacing Title VII money in some
districts and thus not substantially supplementing existing programs.

Another potential problem with the House Bill 72 bilingual provisions is
the elimination of the requirement that districts spend 25 percent of state
bilingual funds on staff development. This change, which allows districts
move freedom, may have some positive effects. For example, man, districts are
using the increased funding on salary increases as well as staff deveiopment,
to attempt to reduce chronic bilingual and ESL teacher shortages. However,
the elimination of staff development requirements is occurring at a time when
there is a serious shortage of bilingual teachers and an increasing number cf
bilingual and ESL teachers are uncertified and underqualified. Without a
requirement for staff development, districts are not required to aid teachers
in acquiring bilingual or ESL teaching credentials.

A final concern about the new bilingual funding is that many districts
with large LEP populations spend a high percentage of their state compensatory
education money, in addition to state and federal bilingual funds, on ESL and
bilingual programs. The fact that districts must use this SCE money to
supplement siate bilingual funds indicates that bilingu2l funding is still
insufficient, despite the increases in House Bill 72.

THE NEVER-ENDING PROBLEM: SHORTAGES OF BILINGUAL TEACHERS

The most serious problem facing bilingual education in Texas and the
nation is the shortage of qualified bilingual teachers.?¢ The proliferation of
monoliagual, uncertified teachers in ESL and bilingual classrooms s a
by-product of this shortage. In 1982, only iwo states reported that their
supply of bilingual teachers was adequate, while forty states indicated that
their supply was inadequate.®? In Texas, most of the district officials we
interviewed expressed concern over bilingual teacher shortages. One measure
of the shortage is that in 1984-85, thirty-one districts--16 percent of those

required to provide bilingual education--applied for waivers from TEA because
of these shortages.

Ore fact r contributing to the shortage of bilingual teachers in Texas
was a 2 percent increase in LEP students in 1984. These increases in the LEP
population were due not only to an influx of immigrants from Asia, Cuba, and
Central America, but also to improved LEP identification procedures. TEA has
recently found significant departures from »tate law when distrirts fail to
identify LEP students enrolled in the regular curriculum,®® ana measures to
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imnprove LEP identificaticn will continue to increase the numbers of LEP
studerts anc thus the shortage of bilingual teachers. Second, between 1974
and 1978, many underqualifiod and unceitified bilingual teachers were given
official certification through a grandfather clause passed by the Texas
legislature.?® In 1981-82, ES' teachers were exempted from the new
certification requirements if they continued to teach in their district, and
TEA ade .3 a significant number of teachers were grandfathered under this
provision.*® Another factor affecting bilingual teacher shortages {s that
many qualified bilingual teachers are not teaching in bilingual cla .srooms.
Many bilingual graduates from education schools seck regular class.oom and
administrative positiens.*? Some bilingual teachers accept positions in the
private sector because the pay scale for bilingual teachers does not
compensate for the extra work required of them.*?

A further problem for bilingual education is that colleges and
universities are not graduating a sufficient number of bilingual teachers.
For all disciplines, the number of Texas education school graduates peaked in
1973-74 at 16,000. B8y 1980-81, vhere were only 12,000 graduates.“? The
general decline in education school graduates has affected bilingual graduates
especially: in 1983-84 there were only 303 graductes of Texas education
schools certified in bilingual education or ESL.** As a result, many
districts are forced to recruit bilinqual teachers from other states. Some
educators feel that their recruits often do not understand the cultural
complexities of Texas communities very well.

Several provisions of House Bill 72 are likely to exacerbate the shortage
of bilingual teachers. The new maximum class size of twenty-two pupils in
kindergarten through grade twe will require more elementary classroom
teachers; in some areas, particularly in the Valley, this will draw some
bilingual teachers out of bilingual programs. The summer bilingual preschcol
programs will «lso require the hiring of bilingual teachers, although this
will presumably not reduce the numbers teaching during the regular school
year. The prospect of minimum competency testing of teachers also compiicates
the shortage. First, many uncertified teachers currently teaching on waivers
might fail an exam testing thefr Spanish language skills. Second, many
bilingual instructors in Texas are Hispanic, and results from /rizona show
that a larger percencage of minorities fail minimum competency exams than do
Anglos,*® an outcome often attributed to cultural biases 1in the exams. A
competency exam may therefore result in fewer bilingual teachers because of
failure or refusal to take the exam.

Finally, some districts feel that the enualization effects of House Bill
72 will result in better salaries paid to .2achers in the Rio Gran.e Valley,
where there are a large number of qualified bilingual instructors. In turn,
other areas of the state with bilingual teacher shortages may find it more
difficult to lure teachers from the Valley schools.
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Despite the substantial increases in state funding for» bilingual
education, decreases 1in local and federa)l funds and increases in numbers of
LEP students have partially offset the potential benefit of House Bill 72. In
particular, the provisions of House Bill 72 did not directly address the
serious shortages of bilingual teachers, and some requirements of the biil
even may make these shortages worse. Until the chronic undersupply of
qualified bilingual teachers can be reduced, other {issues 1in bilingual
education--especially the efforts to improve programs and to determine which
of the different models of bilingual education work best under  what
conditions --must be postponed.

A variety of possible solutions can be developed to help reduce bilingual
teacher shortages. Incentive pay plans have been successful in some local
districts. In 1978-79, the Houston Independent School District adopted a
program called the Second Mile Plan to help reduce teacher shortages in
critical fields, including bilingual education. The program provides a $1,500
pay incentive in the hope of attracting qualified bilingual teachers. As a
result, the proportion of teachers who resigned, took a leave, retired, or
transferred decreased from 23.9 percent in 1978-79 to 16.9 percent in the
1983-84 school year, and the number cf teacher vacancies for all fields
decreased from 613 in August 1979 to 12¢ in August 1983. These improvements
all took place while Texas was experiencing an increase in teacher shortages
in math, science, and special language instruction. However, local funding is
essentfal to a comprehensive incentive program. In Houston alone, the first
four years of implementing the Second Mile Plan have cost $27.9 miliion.**

Coordination with local community colieges should alsa be sought as a
means to reduce shertages. Local districts can hire qualified bilingual
teachers in communily colleges to teach part-time at area high schools.*?
However, this solution is limited to districts with community colleges nearby.

Teacher 1loans c-Jld be reinstitute- reduce chronic shortages. In
1958, *hrough the National Defense Education Act (NDEA), Congress gave low
interest lcans for math. science, and foreign language students entering
teaching. Each year a teacher taught in an area of need, 10 percent of the
loan was forgiven, to a maximum of five years.*' The le.ns made under the
NDEA were effective in the past and could be tried again. The teacher loan
program {included 1in House Bi1l 72 is a step in this direction, althcugh most
educators feel that it is insufficient to increase the supply of teachers
substantially.

Texas could also adopt policies that assist the movement of bilingual
teachers from areas of adequate supply (such as the Valley) to areas of low
supply. Policies 1like portable pensions, interstite reciprocity of teacher
credentials and competency tests, and transfer of credit for vears of
experience between state districts will aid in the movement of t ichers to
districts of low supply.*®
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Furthermore, in-service staff development can be implemented through the
use of state funds to retrain teachers from surplus areas such as history and
social studies and place them in bilingual programs.*® The inadequate
certification of many Texas bilingual and ESL teachers indicates that not
enough is Leing done in the area of staff development.

Other regions of the United States experiencing bilingual teacher
shortages are effectively addressing the problem by coordinating college and
district efforts. For example, between 1978 and 1984, the Chicago area
developed a program at the University of I11inois at Chicago to address the
city's bilingual teacher shortage. The Chicago program formed a linkage
between the wuniversity and the community bilingual teachers and officials in
order to assess the local district's needs accurately. The college emphasized
the instruction of students in the uses of English and Spanish in all areas,
including math and science. The program also developed a new career path in
education for Hispanic Americans and other qualified speakers who might not
otherwise consider teaching as a profession. Cther ideas included wusing
bilingual teachers in the Chicago schoois to act as paid consultants to
conduct workshops at the university level.®! Such efforts could be adopted in
Texas, where the state's colleges and universities are clearly not preparing
envugh bilingual teachers.

111



Notes

'Sister Marie Andre walsh, The Uevelopment of a Rationale for a Program
to Prepare Teachers for Spanish Speaking {1idren in the Biiingual-Bicultural
Elementary School (San Francisco: R and E Research Associates, 1976), 3.

Thomas ?. Carter, Mexican Americans in School: A History of Educational
Neglect (New York: College Entrance Examination Eoard, 1970), 3.

*National Commission on Employment Policy, Hispanics and Jobs: Barriers
to Progress (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1982), 1.

“Carter, Mexican Americans in School, 49-50.

*Father Henry J. Casso, "Ya Basta, The S‘esta Is Over,” in Educating the

Mexican American, ed. Henry Sioux Johnson and William J. Hernandez-M. (Valley
Forge, Penn.: Judson, 1970), 97-98.

*National Commission on Employment Policy, Hispanics and Jobs, 85.

"Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report 25 (December 1967): 2617.

*Charles R. Foster, "Defusing the Issues in Bilingualism and Bicultural
Education," Phi Deltc Kappan 63 (January 1982): 342.

*National Commission on Employment Pclicy, Hispanics and Jovs, 85.

'Arnold H. Leibowitz, Federal Recognition of the Rights of Minority
Language Groups (Rosslyn, Va.: National Clearinghouse for Bilingual Education,
1982), 132.

''Keith A. Baker and Adrianna A. de Kanter, "An Answer from Research on
Bilingual Education," American Education 19 (July 1983): 40.

'2David P. Baral, "Second Languaga Acquisition Theories Relevant to
Bilingual Education," in Theory Technology and Public Policy on Bilingual
Education, ed. Raymond V. Padilla (Rosslyi, Va.: National Clearinghouse for
Bilingual Education, 1983), 10.

'?U. S. Commission on Civil Rights, A Better Chance to Learn: Bilingual
Bicultural Education, Publication no. 51 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government

Printing Office, May 1985): 13

112




-88-

14Baker and de Kanter, "An Answer," 4€.

1*Ibid.

'Dr. Gloria Zamora, President of the National Assaciation for Bilingual
Education, speaking before the House Subcommittee on Census and Population,
Bilingual Journal 7, no. 4 (Summer 1983): 6.

17Y.8. Commission on Civil Rights, Statement on the Fiscal Year 1984

Education Budget (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Commission on Civil  Rights
Clearinghouse, July 1983), 16.

18Civil Rights Leadership Conference Fund, An Oath Betrayed: The Reagan
Administration's Civil Rights Enforcement Record in Education (Washington,
D.C.: Civil Rights Leaaership Conference Fund, 1983).

15Muhammad A. Shuraydi, "Bilingual Bicultural Education: A Humanistic
Multiethnic Challenge," in Theory, Technology, and Public Policy On Bilingual
Education, ed. Raymond V. Padilla (Rosslyn, Va.: National Clearinghouse for
Bilingual Educ= .ion, 1983), 395-96.

2°Baker and de Kanter, "An Answer," 41.

21Civil Rights Leadership Conference Fund, An Qath Betrayed, 36-37.

22YNews," Bilingual Journal 8 (Fall 1983-Winter 1984): 4.

23Telephone interview with Sam Saenz, Public Information Officer, U.S.
Department of Educa.ion, Regional Office, Dallas, Texas, October 18, 1984.

2*Guadalupe Valdes, "Planning for Biliteracy," in Spanish In the U.S.
Settinjy and beyond the Southwest, ed. Lucia Elfas-Olivares (Rosslyn, Va.:
Nationa® Clearinghouse for Bilingual Education, 1983), 259.

23"Appiication for Coordination of Technical Assistance in Bilingual
Education by Texas Educatior Agency, 1983-84," Division of Bilingual
Eduzation, Texas Education Agency, undated.

2¢Telephone interview with Oscar Cardenas, Director of the Division of
Bilingual Education, Texas Education Agency, Austin, Texas, February 19, 1985.




-89-

27Kris T. Rugssaken, "Toward True Bilingual Education: When Federal
Funding Ends," Bilingual Journal 29 (Summer 1983): 11.

*'Telephone  interview witii Elisa Gutierrez, Division of Bilingual
Education, Texas Education Agency. Austin, Texas, October 26, 1984.

**Rugssaken, "Toward True Bilingual Education," 11.
**Interview with Oscar Cardenas, February 19, 1985.

*!As in state compensatory education, this supplement increases with PDI
and equals $157 for districts with the highest PDI of 1.289 supplement per
bilingual pupil.

**Intevview with Oscar Cardenas, February 19, 1985,

33interview with Delia Pampa, Executive Director, Bilingual Department,
anc Rose Hicks, Deputy Supervisor of Special Programs, Houston independent
School District, Houston, Texas, December 6, 1984.

**Interview with Oscar Cardenas, October 11, 1934.

**The districts that had been audited and TEA challenged the findings o~
the Office of the Inspector Ganeral and requested an oversight hearing before
the Subcommittee on Education and Labor of tho U.S. Congress. The hearing,
convened 1in July 1983, ccncluded that the Office of the Inspector General had
cverstepped its authority. On appeal, the claim of $5.8 million 4n misused
funds was reduced to $66,000. However, the report of the Inspector General
had already alleged that waste, fraud, and abuse was widespread *n biiingual
programs, presenting a negative image of bilingual education. Many bilingual
educators feel that the Office of the Inspector General was on a witchhunt
attempting to discredit unfairly bilingual education. Letter from Oscar
Cardenas, Division of Bilingual Education, TEA, July 11, 1985.

*¢Alan Pifer, "Bilingual Education and the Hispanic Challenge," Education

Digest 46 (November 1980): 12~15; Rugssaken, "Toward True Bilingual
Education," 9.

*"Kenneth Nickel, "Bilingual Education in the Eighties," Phi Delta Kappan
63 (May 1982): 638.

3%Interview with Oscar Cardenas, February 19, 1985.

114




..90..

**Interview with Robert Tipton, Education Specialist II, Division of
Bilingual Education, Texas Education Agency, Austin, Texas, March 18, 1985.

“®Interview with Oscar Cardenas, February 19, 1985.

“!Interview with Sam Saenz, Octcuber 18, 1984: telephone interview with
Gloria Contreras, Professor of Education, The University of Teras at Austin,
Austin, Texas, October 16, 1984.

“2Telepione interview with John 0'Sullivan, Treasurer, Texas Federation
of Teachers, Austin, Texas, October 16, 1984.

“3Clifton S. Harris, "The Responses of Teacher Educators to the Shortage
of Teachers in Texas," Phi Delta Kappan 64 (December 1982): 287.

““Interview with Robert Tipton, March 18, 1985.

“SArnold M. Gallegos, "The Negative Consequences of Teacher Competency
Testing," Phi Delta Kappan 65 (May 1984): 631.

“®Houston Independent School District, The Second Mile Plan, Houston,
Texas, 1984,

“7James W. Guthrie and Ami Zusman, "Teacher Supply and Demand in
Mathematics and Science," Phi Delta Kappan 64 (September 1982): 30-33.

“*Ibid.

“*Charles T. Kenchner, "Shortages and Gluts of Public School Teachers:
There Must Be a Policy Problem Somewhere," Public Administration Review 44
(July/August 1984): 292-98.

*°Guthrie and Zusman, "Teacher Supply and Demand," 30.

*!lisa Baldonado, "A University Program to Meet Chicago's Bilingual
Needs," Bilingual Journal 7 (Summer 1983): 15-17,




-91-

, CHAPTER SIX
STATE-SUPPORTED SPECIAL EDUCATION FOR HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

Like compensatory and bflingual education, special programs for
handicapped children are a legacy of movements to provide greater educational
opportunities to students whose needs had been neglected by the schools. In
the case of handicapped students, this neglect was often complete, since many
handicapped pupils in the past have been effectively barred from public
education. As for compensatory and bilingual education, national developments
and federal programs led in the development of education for the handicapped.
But state efforts have increased as well, and House Bill 72 provides a new
funding mechanism and increased funding for special education. However,
unlike the case of compensatory education (where federal requirements are
stringent and state requirements nonexistent) and bilingual education (where
state requirements are more stringent than federal regulation), there are
possibilities for serious conflict between state financing for special
education and federal regulations.

THE ANTECEDENTS OF EDUCATION FOR THE HANDICAPPED

Publicly supported education for the handicapped has had a long and
uneven history in the United States. Since the 1830s, state-supported
institutions have eristed to provide education and training to disableg
individuals.® These institutions were generally statewide schools for people
with particular handicaps, such as state schools for the blind. Toward the
end of the century, many states iniroduced special classes within the regular
school system, but education for the handicapped was sti11 inconsistent and
irregular.

Prior to the Second World War, the courts were rather unsympathetic to
the educational rights of the handicapped. In 1917, for example, a Wisconsin
judge ruled in the Beattie case that disabled children could be denfied
admission to a public school {f their presence had a “depressing and
nauseating effect on the teachers and school children,"? and this attitude was

typical of other states.

However, negative attitudes toward the handicapped had changed
considerablv by the 1970s. Various court decisions a% the state level upheld
the rights of disabled children to receive a public education. Two cases,
Mills v. Pennsylvania and Mi!ls v. Board of Education of the District of
Columbia, both decided 1in 1972, had a prcfound effect on establishing this
right. By 1974, all fifty states had legislated some form of special
education programs.?

Prior to these cases, federal involvement under the Handicapped Act and
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, both of 1965, was limited to
funding for research and technical assistance to state authorities
establishing special education programs. By 1974, on the crest of movements
that established the federal government's role in civil rights and education,
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Congress considered direct funding for special education for the first time.
In that year, the Handicapped Act was amended to provide some financial
assistance. However, the most important piece of 1legislation dealing with
special education in American history came the following year.

rhe Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975, PL 94-142, has
been the main focus of educational policy for the disabled during the last
decade. The law's stated intent is to assure a "free and appropriate public
education" for all handicapped children.* At the time of the act's passage,
only 59 percent of the country's handicapped were served in public schcol
systems.®> PL 94-142 established requirements governing how school districts
must treat handicapped children and their parents. The law requires that, in
order to receive fede»al funds, each local edu tion agency (LEA) must oversee
a proper program for special education and dr ‘ up annual plans for achieving

the goal of full educational opportunity. As also must keep extensive
records of the process by which <hey formulate Individual Education Plans
(IEPs) for each studert. baremts are supposed to play an active role

throughout this process. To support the requircments of PL 94-142, funds are
allocated to each stat> based on the estimated number of iandicapped students
between the ages of three and twenty-one. PL 24-142 funds are restricted to
use in speciar educztion, and school districts may not use the funds to
supplant local funds wuntil! all the disabled students in the districts are
served. State education agencies are responsible for implementation of PL
94-142 requirements, including monitoring and analyzing LEA activities.

One of the most important provisions in PL 94-142 was the reg.irement
that 211 students in special education must be put in the "least restrictive
educational” environment possible. This process, known as mainstreaming,
assumes that handicapped students should be integrated with their peers in
regular educational situations as much as possible. Much of the pkilcsophy
behind mainstreaming was similar to the reasoning in earlier racial
desegregation cases 1like Brown v. Board of Education; it was aeemed an
infraction of handicapped children's rights to segregate them unnecessarily
from the other children. Mainstreaming also gained support from research
conducted in the 1960s and 1970s which suggested that, in many cases, combined
classes enhance the academic achievement of handicapped children.® To be
sure, mainstreaming has been a radical departure from days past, when
handicapped children were usually placed 1in separate ciassrooms (if not
separate schools), and mainstreaming was resisted 1in the beginning. Many
educators feared that having to deal with the special needs of a disabled
student would take time away from instruction of the children. Nonetheless,
mainstreaming has becume generally accepted as part of the professional ideal
of a proper special education program, though there remain debates about the
mainstreaming of more profoundly handicapped children.

The most serious controversy that arose over PL 94-142 involved the
financial burden that the act placed on states and localities. On the whole,
PL 94-142 greatly increased the level of service that LEAs had to provide
without providing sufficient federal aid to cover these costs, and both states
and local education agencies were forced to increase their funding levels.
This has resulted in constant skirmishing over the funding of special

117




..93-

educatinn, with l1itigation against schon districts necessary to force them to
comply with PL 94-142. The requirements of PL94-142 often affect poorer
school districts more adversely than others berause greater numbers of
handicapped children generally reside in them. These districts usually had
less well developed special education programs to begin with.’

Unlike the cases of compensatory education and bilingual education,
federal funds for handicapped children hav- --t been cut during the Reagan
Administration, so districts and states | ot been forced to increase their
own revenues to compensate for declininyg federai funds. However, under
Reagan, the U.5. Department of Education has relaxed some regulations.® This
has had the effect of weakening the provisfons of PL 94-142 because of the

importance of such regulations (as distinct from federal funding) in forcing
districts to comply.

STATE SUPPORT FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION IN TEXAS

Texas has had a respectable record so far in the area of special
education. The 1969 legislature passed Senate Bill 230, the Comprehensive
Special Education Act. This act was intended to provide educational services
for handicapped children in a "coordinated anid integrated manner. Between
1969 and 1978, during which PL 94-142 came into effer*, the percentage of all
students in average daily attendance served by special education programs
increased from 5.6 percent to 13.1 percent."®

House Bill 72 revised the method of funding state-support2d special
education, in order to provide varying levels of funding for programs based on
the costs of different types of instructional activities. In place of a system
that funded programs at large on a personnel unit basis, House Bill 72
established a system of weights for each type of 1instructional arrangement,
similar to the weights of 1.2 and 1.1 for children in compensatory education
and bilingual education but quite different in magnitude. The basic allotment
for each full-time equivalent (FTE) student in an instructional arrangement is
multiplied by the appropriate weight. Each FTE is equal to thirty contact
hours by students with special education personnel. The weights as they
appear in House Bill 72 are as follows:

Homebound . . . . . . . . . . .. 5.0
Hospital Class. . . . . . . . .. 5.0
Speech Therapy. . . . . . . . .. 10.0
Resource Room . . . . . . . . .. 2.7
Self-Contained, Mild and Moderate,

Regular Campus . . . . . . . 2.3
Self-Contained, Severe,

Regular Campus . . . . . . . 3.5
Self-Contained, Separate Campus . 2.7
Multidistrict Class . . . . . . . 3.5
Nonpublic Day School. . . . . . . 3.5
Vocational Adjustment Class . . . 2.3




Community Class . . . . . . . .. 3.5
Self-Contained, Pregnant. . . . . 2.0

The new system was meant to be provisional, and the newly appointed State
Board of Education was directed to formulate recommendations to modify the
special education program weights. As a result, f{mplementation of the new
funding mechanism was delayed until the 1985-86 school year, and funding of
special education in 1984-85 followed a modified version of the old system
based on personnel units. The State Board appointed nine members to an
Accountable Cost Advisory Committee, to work with the Texas Education Agency
in producing a Texas Program Cost Differential Study. The purpose was to
define the proper instructional arrangements for special education, ascertain
the costs of each arrangement, and use these data to reformulate weights for
them relative to the cost of regular education. Data on costs were obtained
from a survey of one hundred school districts, selected to represent the state
as a whole by size, location, wealth, and type of district, in order to
develop an average cost for different instructional arrangements. These were
then compared to a cost of $2,100 as thke cost per student in regular
e .fon. This figure is almost $800 greater than the $1,350 basic allotment
(. 1985-86) level found in House Bill 72 and was intended to represent the
trc. cost per student in regular education rather than the lower cost
supported by House Bill 72.

In the final report of the Accountable Cost Advisory Committee, the
number of instructional arrangements was reduced to ten; some new arrangements
were included, and the weights were generally higher than the weights found in
House Bi11 72.1°

Regular Class Support . . . . . . 3.0
Resource Room . . . . . . . . . . 3.0
Speech Therapy. . . . . . . . .. 5.1
Partially Self-Contained. . . . . 5.1
Self-Contained, Mild/Moderate . . 5.1

Staff Intensive Self-Contained,

Severe . . . . . . . .. .. 6.9
Vocational Adjustment . . . . . . 2.4
Vocational Education

for Handicapped. . . . . . . 3.0
Hospital/Community Class. . . . . 5.1
Homebound/Homebased/Hospital

Bedside. . . . . . . . . .. 2.7

Vocational education for the handicapped, as shown above, was moved from
the vocational education program to special education. The study also
recommended that school districts be allowed to use up to 25 percent of their
special education funds on "general administrative costs."

However, the methodology used in the study has been criticized by some
because the sample of one hundred school districts used constitutes less than
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10 percent of all districts in the state, while over one-third of all students
live 1in thenm.!!? This indicate. that the largest districts were very much
overrepresented. There is also concern that the data, which had to be
collected in a very short time, are based on inconsistent interpretations
among school district administrators who reported them, especially in the case
of contact hours.

Although the State Board of Education recommended that the revised
weights of the Accountable Cost Advisory Committee be adopted, the legislature
did not pass these changes in the 1985 session. Therefore, the original House
Bill 72 weights will remain in effect at least through 1986-87.

CONCERNS OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS

In our interviews with educators in school districts around the state, we
found many differing views about the new special education funding system. In
many cases, the response of administrators and teachers to the new funding
rmnechanisms has not been enthusiastic. Thiz coincides with much of the
testimony that has been given at State Board hearings. One major concern fs
that the new system will result in lcwer funding for districts. There is also
concern that the instructional arrangement weights, which direct more funds to
districts that use certain instructicnal arrangements over others, will affect
the administration of special education programs at the local level. Finally,
there have been complaints about the time and effort involved in maintaining
extensive records of contact hours, especfally in poorer districts.

In fact, state appropriations for special education have not decreased.
Appropriations for special education were $414.4 million for 1983-84 and
$435.5 million for 1984-85,'2 with the latter figure almost unchanged by House
Bill 72; for 1985-86, the legislature appropriated $494.8 million, with a
slight increase to $505.9 million for 1986-87. Although these figures
represent 1increases 1in total funding, there has been a slowdown in growth.
(For example, between 1980-81 and 1981-82, state expenditures on special
eaucation increased 25 percent, from $244.1 million to $305.4 miilion.)
Despite increases, however, state appropriations will not fully fund the
amounts derived from the program weights. The Cost Differential Study noted,
therefore, that some prorationing of funds for special education would be
necessary.!? This will have the effect of reducing the weights used by a
fixed percentage, undermining the intent of House Bil1l 72 that true cost
differences between special education and regular education be reflected in
state aid.

Another issue that has been of great concern is how the funding weights
will affect the administration of specfal educatfon programs at the district
level. Because the weights try to account for the increased costs of certain
instructional arrangements, some specfal educators fear that students will be
placed in the instructional arrangement that maximizes the funds that the
district will receive, rather than the arrangement which is best for the
student. The House Bill 72 weights are much higher for segregated classrooms
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than for placement in a regular classroom, providing an incentive for
districts to take handicapped children out of regular classrooms (with a
weight of 1.0) and place them in self-contained classrooms (with a weight of
2.3 or 3.5). In 1985-86, such a shift would generate a minimum of $1,755 per
child 1in additional state aid. (The incentives not to mainstream stil] exist
in the revised weights, but at least these provide a weight of 3.0 for a
handicapped child in a regular classroom, so that the incentives not to
mainstream would be somewhat lower.) If these weights actually do influence
placement decisions, then House Bill 72 will be in conflict with PL 94-142,
the federal statute that specifically requires mainstreaming wherever
possible.!* By federal law, administrators should not make placement
decisions on any grounds but the welfare of students. Many in the special
education community are concerned that the mechanisms designed to prevent
misplacement may be inadequate.

Finally, the amount of paperwork required by House Bill 72 has aroused
some criticism. Teachers must now record the amount of time that they spend
with each student in a particular instructional arrangement, as defined by the
State Board. Contact hour reports from teachers are tallied by pri:icipals
according to instructional arrangement. These reports are, in turn, sent to
the district office, where a cumulative report is made out, and the final
number of FTEs for the school district is calculated. The amount of
information that House Bill 72 requires to be gathered is much greater than
what was previously required. Most districts will probably not be able to
hire staff to handle this work load, and the main complaint is that there wil)
be a loss of instructional time for teachers and administrators.

CONCLUSIONS

The amount appropriated for special education by the legislature is
almost sure to be less than the amount authorized in House Bill 72, especially
with the revised weights recommended by the Accountable Cost Advisory
Committee. Therefore, prorationing will almost certainly be necessary. The
most obvious problem is that, starting from legislation which intends to
provide state aid for instructional arrangements according to their real
costs, prorationing dilutes the effects of cost differences. A second problem
is that, although the total amount of state a‘d received by a district is
adjusted so the poor districts receive more than wealthy districts, the
allocations specifically for handicapped pupils are not adjusted for wealith.?®®
Therefore, any shortfail in state funds relative to actual costs caused by
prorationing will cause greater hardships in poor di tricts. As a result, the
Equity Center has advocated that any proration be based or di .rict wealth,
rather than being an equal percentage for all districts.?!®

The issue of extensive paperwork is one that pertains to House Bill 72 in
general, not just to special education. There is 1indeed more paperwork
required of special education teachers and administrators; the question is
whether, in the long run, these requirements are warranted. The forms used to
keep record of contact hours are not overly complex, although it is
understandable that confusion about the proper definitions of changing
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instructional arrangements leads to more time spent in keeping ihese records.
As procedures hecome more established and special education personnel become
more accustomed to them, paperwork may become less cumbersome. Nonetheless,
the effect on instruction time created by record-keeping requirements should
be monitored and assessed.

Finally, the possibility of discouraging mainstreaming by funding self-
contained instructional arrangements at higher levels points to the potential
for conflict between the goals of funding equity and of placing special
education students in the least restrictive instructional arrangement
possible.  Whether the possibility of placing handicapped students for fiscal
reasons rather than educational reasons in fact materializes depends on
whether school district administrators have enough discretion to make
placements in this way. Some administrators reject the notion that placement
decisions could be influenced by any but legitimate educational
considerations, because of federal and state regulations. The question is
whether enforcement procedures currently in practice are adequate. At the
moment, however, it does not seem likely that much enforcement can be expected
from the federal government, and the state does not have mainstreaming
requirements.

It may be that, with over a thousand school districts in Texas,
enforcement is an almost impossible goal. If this is the case, funding
nechanisms should be designed to encourage mainstreaming. One way to
accomplish this would be to fund special education using different weights for
different handicapping conditions rather than different instructional
arrangements. This would, of course, not fund districts as accurately on the
basis of cost, because of variations in instructional costs among students
with the same condition. However, school districts would be encouraged to
place special education students 1in the 1least expensive instructional
arrangements, which would usually be the least restrictive.
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not as great in the revised weights as in the original H. B. 72 weights. The
revisions provice a 3.0 weight for a regular class support, where the original
weights have no special provision for mainstreamed pupils.

15The allocations adjusted by the PDI, however; on the average,
wealthy districts tend tv have higher PDIs and tuaerefore higher allocations
per handicapped pupil. As long as the PDI reflects true price differentials,
these higher allocations are nominal rather than real differences.

1% Equity Center, "Presentation to the State Board of Education," March
22, 1985.
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CHAPTER SEVEN
THE EFFECTS OF HOUSE BILL 72 ON VOCATINNAL EDUCATION

The vocational education (VE) provisions of House Bill 72 changed the
administration and funding of these programs in Texas. The reforms have
generated considerable controversy, in part because of the strength of the VE
coalition in the state and also because of disagreement about the role inat VE
should play in Texas's education system. The debate over vocational education
is national in scope, but the SCOPE committee and House Bill 72 have
heightened the controversy in Texas.

As it did for other special programs, House Bill 72 replaced earlier
funding mechanisms with a provision for weighting vocational education
students more than other students in calculating state aid. [his approach has
not only revised patterns of funding, but also changed the incentives for
districts in providing different kinds of VE programs. The bill has also
brought about administrative changes by requiring coordination between
secondary and postsecondary programs, periodic evaluation and review, and a
demonstration that the 1local job market can support employment in an
occupation before a new course can be adopted. These pulicies have introduced
new mechanisms of accountability to VE programs and have expiicitly raised the
question of goals and the effectiveness of VE programs in meeting these goals.
While controversy over the appropriateness of vocational education i< likely
to continue, the changes in House Bill 72 provide some mechanisms for
determining which VE programs are worth supporting with state revenues.

THE STRUCTURE OF VOCATIONAL EDUCATION IN TEXAS

The existing VE system in Texas is highly fragmented. There are sixteen
state agencies and thirty-six boards and commissions with some responsibility
for vocational education in the state. The lack of coordination among these
agencies represents  serious obstacle to an effective VE program in Texas.}

During the 1982-83 school year, there were 497,837 VE students in grades
seven to twelve. Most of these students were 1in home economics (39.9
percent), agriculture (12.3 percent), or industrial/technical courses (14.3
percent)? About 35 percent of all students in grades seven to twelve were
enrolled in VE; however, many of these students were enrolled in only one or
two VE courses along with their academic courses, so that the proportion of
students with vocational courses as the central component of their high school
program is much smaller.

For several reasons, vocational courses are more expensive than other
courses. The pupil/teacher ratio is lower in VE, sometimes for safety
reasons In a thorough investigation of nineteen districts, the Texas
Research League calculated that the pupil/teacher ratio in VE was about half
that in other courses, 11:1 compared to 20:1.2 VE instructors earn more than
academic 1instructors, since they are on twelve-month rather than %en=month
contracts. Furthermore, VE instructors are given double the conference
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periods of academic teachers. As a result, che Texas Research League
determined that the average cost per pupil of a VE course was $423, compared

to a cost of $181 for academic core courses and $215 for noncore academic
courses,

. 1though these cost figures are only suggestive, there is little question
that VE is more expensive than other programs. As a result, the question of
whether these costs are worthwhile has been raised frequently. Nationally,
the effectiveness of vocational education has come under increasing criticism,
partly because a long series of evaluations has c.1sistently demonstrated that
vocacional programs do not give studants any employment advantages.* Many of
the recent reports criticizing education have called for efforts to strengthen
academic education, and several have explicitly callad for the elimination of
vocational education.®

In Texas, the head of the Select Committee on Public Education, H. Ross
Perot, was a vociferous critic of vocational education during SCOPE hearings
in 1983, wusing anecdotal evidence to make Lhe same points about the
ineffectiveness of VE programs. As a result, SCOPE did not recommend funding
for VE. The changes in House Bill /2 therefcre represent a compromise,
continuing state funding for VE but with @ series of administrative changes to
increase the accountability of VE programs. ‘

CHANGES IN FINANCING VOCATIONAL EDUCATION

Perhaps the most controversial change put into effect by House Bill 72 is
the new funding formula established for VE in Texas. Under prior law, state
funds were allocated based on the personnel employed by the districts for VE
programs. This ensured that districts could fund programs for which
instructors were hired, regardless of enrollment levels, and the funding
mechanism encouraged low pupil/teacher ratios. House Bill 72 distributes
funds based on the number of fuli-time equivalent (FTE) students enrolled 1in
VE programs. A student with at least thirty hours of contact per week with a
VE instructor is counted as an FTE, while a studeat with at Jeast fifteen
hours a week is considered half an FTE.

Under the new legislation, every FTE student in vocational education is
given a weight of 1.45 in calculating state aid. The weight of 1.45 was
established to increase VE fui.ding by 5 percent, a modest increase, given the
overall increase in state aid of about 20 nrarcent in House Bill 72. This
supplement of .45 was worth $581 in 1984-85 for the lowest-cost districts;
since the basic allotment for districts varies with the price differential
index, the VE suppiement. was $708 in the highest~cost districts with a PDI of
1.291. The bill requires that this weight be applied to all VE students
regardless of the type of VE course they take. This aspect of the formula has
come under considerable criticism, since costs for VE vary depending on the
types of programs offered by districts. Some districts fear that more
expensive courses may need to be discontinued, since they will be underfunded
by the 1.45 weight.
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For other special programs, House Bill 72 allowed districts to use state
funds to cover administrative costs. However, the legislation did not include
such a provision for VE funds allocated by the new formula. Finally, the new
legislation required that the State Board establish minimum enrollment levels
for VE courses and specified that a district's VE funds will be decreased if
these enrollment levels are not met.

Although House Bil11 72 did not consider variation in costs among
different vocational programs, it did require that costs be studied and
recommendations for revised weights be made. In March 1985, TEA published the
Cost Differential Study as required by House 8111 72.¢ The recommendations
call for the establishment of Your VE weights to take account of variation in
program costs. Vocational classroom instruction and general occupational
training would receive a weight of 1.5. Vocational cooperative programs would
be given a weight of 1.4, while occupational cluster programs and vocational-
technical training would be given weights of 1.7 and 1.9, respectively. The
study also recommended that the basfc allotment be raised to $2,100. T'.e
study projected that the cost of these weights applied to the $1,350 basic
allotment for 1985-86 would be $248.1 million, while the higher base of $2,100
would increase costs by almost 68 percent, to $415.7 million. The study also
indicated that small rural districts have the highest proportion of their
students in VE courses.’ Thus, 1t 1is 1important to develop a clear
understanding of how these districts have been affected by changes in the VE
funding formula.

Although the State Board of Education recommended that these new weights
be adopted, the failure of any revisions to House Bill 72 te pass during the
1985 legislative session means that the single weight of 1.45 will remain 1in
force at least through 1986-87. As we describe below, this weights mechanism
creates incentives that many vocational educators fear will be detrimental to
successful programs.

ADMINISTRATIVE CHANGES

One of the most important administrative changes of House Bill 72 calls
for sunset review of VE programs every five years. House Bill 72 also ralls
for on-site review of Jlocal programs at least every five years. Both
provisions imply that districts will have to evaluate their VE programs more
carefully than 1in the past, and the sunset review implies that ineffective
pregrams will be eliminated. The legislation does not provide any guidance
about either review procedure, although the Stat2 Board of Education has the
power to develop guidelines for such reviews.

Before criteria can be established for evaluating VE programs, the goals
of VE must be made explicit. House Bill 72 requires that the State Board
establish a master plan for VE to articulate the objectives of the state's
program for the rollowing year. This plan should play an important part in
determining how VE programs are reviewed 1in accordance with the sunset
provision of the law.
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VE programs are generally intended to provide skills that will enable
students to enter the job market in a related field upon graduation from high
school. However, the information about 1local labor market conditions in
vocational programs is often quite weak;® stories are legion of VE programs
“training for unemployment" because there are not jobs in the occupations for
which students are trained. House Bill 72 requires that new course offerings
in VE be supported by local job market surveys. These surveys are to be used
to indicate which VE skills will be needed to fill expec ad vacancies in the
local jeb market.

House Bill 72 also calls for improved articulation betwee1 secondary
schools and postsecondary vocational institutions, including the community
colleges and the four Texas state cechnical institutes. Such coordination is
meant to ensure that overlap in course offerings is minimized among schools
teaching similar VE courses in a given district. This provision will be
relevant only for those districts that are reasonably close %o postsecondary
institutions; but sirce both community colleges and high school students are
concentrated in urban areas, only districts in rural areas should be unable to
coordinate with postsecondary institutions. Although some districts have
already established coordinating mechanisms, there are currently no standard
procedures for detecting course overlap or dividing responsibility for VE
between secondary and postsecondary institutions.

To facilitate greater flexibility in course offerings, House Bill 72
allows for ten-, eleven-, or twelve-month contracts for VE instructors. This
will enable districts to hire temporary instructors so that VE courses can be
more sensitive to the changes in local labor markets. Districts have also
been given the flexibility to use VE instructors to teach non-VE courses for
which they are qualified, and VE facilities may be utiiized for non-VE
activities when needed. Finally, House Bill 72 requires that every VE program
in the state offer competancy-based instruction and that studeri competency
profiles be established for each student.

Clearly, most of the administrative changes in House Bill 72 are intended
to improve the effectiveness of vocational programs, by eliminating
ineffective programs by providing the information to allow educators to know
whether programs are working, by preventing unnecessary programs from being
created, and by allowing greater flexibility and coordination. This emphasis
on effectiveness 1is especially welcome because of the implications of the
evaluations of VE programs: the finding that VE has no economic effects on the
average does not imply that all YE programs are ineffective, but probably that
effective programs coexist with worthless ones.® The changes in House Bill 72
should enable educators to distinguish the worthwhile programs from thos~ that
"train for unemploynent" and thereby to strengthen vocational education as a
whole.
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THE RESPONSE OF DISTRICTS TO THE VOCATIONAL EDUCATIONAL
PROVISIONS OF HOUSE BILL 72

In our interviews in school districts, vocational educators frequent'y
criticized the single weight of 1.45 for VE students, because it does not ta'e
variation in costs of VE preograms into account. For example, 1982 data
indicate that per pupil expenditures ranged from a low of $83.68 for
exploratory programs to a high of $618.60 for technical course offerings.*
Because the costs of capital-intensive VE courses such as shop and mechanics
are higher than the costs of classroom-based courses such as horne economics,
educators fear that more expensive courses will be squeezed out. Because the
lTegislature did not adopt muitiple weights recommended by the Accountable Cost
Advisory Committee and the State Board of Education, the rigidity of the
single weight will continue in effect for at least two more years. One issue
is to continue monitoring what kinds of vocational programs are reduced or
eliminated becaiise of this weighting mechanism.

Based on interviews, it is clear that some (but not all) districts lost
money under the new weighting process, despite statewide increases in VE
fundirg. Many vocational educators reported that class size in VE programs
would increase, both because of the decrease in funding experienced by some
districts and because funding on the basis of pupils (rather than personnel
units or teachers) encourages higher pupil/teacher ratios. On the one hand,
this incentive should operate to reduce the high per pupil costs of VE. On
the other hand, somz VE instructors were concerned that class size should be
limited in some courses for safety reasons and suggested that minimum
enroliment requirements should also be sensicive to safety issues.

Vocational educators in several districts indicated that they do make an
effort to develop course offerings based on local employment needs. However,
those districts that do so have no uniformity in how they conduct labor market
surveys. Districts also vary with respect to the involvement of the private
sector in determining local market needs. Some efforts survey local
businesses, while others include the participation of local representatives of
the federa! Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) program. While this varfation
may also make uniform implementation difficult on a statewide basis, it also
confirms the need for some state standards and technical assistance in methods
of determining demand for VE programs.

A final problem reported by some (although rot all) vocational educators
arises from the curricuium changes of House Bill 246. Because the new
curriculum requirements emphasize academic coursework, some VE instructors
feared that students would have less time for vocational programs. To some,
the combination of funding pressures 1in House Bill 72, new administrative
requirements, and a bias against vocational education in House Bill 246
constitutes a consistent attack, and they feel that the state's encouragement
of vocational programs, shown in its commitment to area vocational schools
during the 1970s, is now dwindling.

Overall, sentiments among vocational educators varied about the effect of
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SCOPE and House Bill 72 on VE in Texas. Most felt that the criticisms of
H. Ross Perot and others were based on a few bad cases or on a lack of
knowledge about VE in the state. On the other hand, others felt that the
criticism helped to focus attention on VE. This increased attention not only
brought some of the problems facing VE to 1ight, but also mobilized support
for the program and led to changes that over the long run may strengthen
vocational education.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The present funding system using a weight of 1.45 is likaly to cause some
serious problems unless it is changed to better reflect cost differentials by
program type and location. The funding issue is especially important when one
considers that technical VE programs are the most expensive to establish, and
in many cases these wiil be the most important offerings for meeting local job
market needs--more important, given the direction of the Texas economy, than
homemaking or agriculture. Unless weights are appropriately set, it may prove
difficult to meet the most pressing job needs in some parts of the state.
Over the next several years, it is important to monitor changes in VE
offerings, to see exactly how the revised VE funding mechanisms affect the
types of programs and how they affect districts of different size and wealth.

The data also indicate that some courses should be cut back or
eliminated. This is especially true of agricultural VE, since this sector is
likely to decline in tne near future but continues to make up a substantial
proportion of total VE students in the state;!' home economics is another area
of VE with high enrollments (nearly 40 percent of all vocational students) but
with an avocational purpose at best. Reducing certain kinds of courses, like
other applications of the new sunset provisions in House Bill 72, can be

facilitated through the use of rigorous job market evaluation at the local
1~vel.

The success of the provisions set forth in House Bil11 72 for VE wil
depend on proper implementation and enforcement. This is especially true for
assessments of local labor markec needs. Uniform criteria should be
established to guide assessment »f 1local program needs, to facilitate the
collection of statewide information, and to ensure that assessments and
evaluations are based on valid criteria throughout the state. A sincere
commitment to a degree of uniformity will require that the state provide
technical assistance to small districts without the resources to develop
appropriate evaluation instruments.

The finance provisions of House Bill 72 fer VE in Texas are designed to
fund relatively specific program areas based on local labor market needs.
However, a long series of reports has criticized VE for narrow skill training
and argued that more emphasis should be placed on general skills so that
graduates are more adaptable to changing labor market conditions.!? In fact,
federal legislation enacted in 1984, reauthorizing the Vocational Education
Act, stressed "the capability of vocational education programs to meet the
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needs for several occupational skills and improvement of academic foundations
in order to address the changing content of work"; the conference report
accompanying the final bill contains more precise <commendations for making
vocational education more general.

In assessing the capability of programs for special needs groups and
the general vocational student population in meeting general
occupational skills and improvement of academic foundations, states
shall assess whether the programs use problem solving and basic skills
(including mathematics, reading, writing, science, and social studies)
in the vocational setting. It is the 1intent to give a student
experience in and understanding of all aspects of the industry in
which the student is preparing to enter.!?

This suggests that the VE curriculum at the high school level should be
relatively general, with an increase in specificity in later years-~for
example, in the community colleges. (In fact, the recommendations of a recent
major study of Texas VE are consistent with this philosophy.)!* The various
mechanisms of accountability established by House Bil1 72 should help more
districts in this direction.

In general, the provisions of House Bill 72 related to vocational
education are a compromise between critics (1ike H. Ross Perot) who would like
to see state aid for VE abolished and advocates who tend to feel that VE
should be expanded with few controls. If it is properly implemented, the
compromise should be a constructive approach to the dilemma of whether
vocational programs are worthwhile, by providing districts and the state with
the mechanisms to 1improve evaluations, accountability, and ‘labor market
information. If these are taken seriously, the result would be a substantial
improvement in a program that has all too often been under fire.




- 107 -

Notes

'Research Triangle Institute, Final Technical Report: A Study to Make

Recommendations Regarding a Comprehensive State Occupational cducation Prcgram
(Research Triangle Park, N. C., October 31, 1982), 43.

>Texas Education Association, "Vo.ational Education in Texas," undated.

'Texas Research League, Resource Allocation in Texas School Districts: A
Functional Cost Analysis, Preliminary Report (Austin, Texas: Texas Research
League, March 9, 1984) iv.

*For evaluations of vocational education, see Robert Meyer and David
Wise, "High School Preparation and Early Labor Force Experience," The Youth
Labor Market Problem: Its Nature, Causes, and Consequences, ed. Richard
Freeman and David Wise (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1982), 277-347;
Russ Rumberger and Thomas Daymont, “The Economic Value of Academic and
Vocationai Training Acquired in High School," Youth and the Labor Market:
Analyses of the National Longitudinal Survev ed. Michael E. Borus (Kalamazoo,
Mich.: W. E. Upjohn Institute for Employment Research, 1984), 157-92: John
Grasso and John Shear, Vocational Education and Training: Impact on Youth
(Berkeley: Carnegie Council on Policy Studie< in Higher Education, 1979); and
Beatrice Reubens, "Vocational Education for All in High School?" 4in Janice
0'Toole, Work and the Quality of Life (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1974).

*See especially Frnest Boyer, High School: A Report on Secondary
Education in America (New York: Harper and Row, 1983). In response to %hese
criticisms, vocational educators have defended their programs in the National
Commission on Secondary Vocational Education, The Unfinished Agenda: The Role
of Vocational Education in the High School {Columbus, Ohio: National Center
for Research in Vocational Fducation, 1985).

‘Texas Education Agency, 1964-85 Texas Program Cost Differential Study
and Recommendations of the Advisory Committee for Accountable Costs to the
State Board of Education (Austin, Texas, March 8, 1985).

’Ibid., 1-11.

*Robert Taylor, Howard Rosén, and Frank Pratzner, eds., The
Responsiveness of Training Institutions to Changing Labor Market Cemand
(Columbus, Ohio: National Center for Research in Vocational Education, 1982).

*For this interpretation, see W. Norton Grubb, "The Phoenix of Vocational
Education: Implications Evaluation," in The Planning Papers for the Vocational
Education Study, Vocational Education Study, Publicaticn no. 1~ (Washington,
D.C.: National Institute of Education, 1979).

132




- 108 -

'%Advisory Council for Technical-Vocatioial Education in Texas, Moving
Ahead in Vocational Education: 14th Annual Report to the State Board for
Technical-Vocational Education in Texas (Austin, Texas, December 1983), 2.

!1Research Triangle Institute, Final Technical Report, 47.

12Grubb, "The Phoenix of Vocational Education."

!3House Report no. 98-1129, 98th Cong., 2d sess., vol. 136, no. 128, Oct.
2, 1984, Congressional Record, H 10783.

141Texas Attempts to Align Vocational Education with Employer Needs",
Hypotenuse, Research Triangle Institute (January/February, 1983).




- 109 -

CHAPTER EIGHT
IMPLEMENTING NEW PROGRAMS:
THE PREKINDERGARTEN AND SUMMER PRESCHOOL PROGRAMS

Many of the new requirements in House Bill 72 attempt to improve existing
programs and facilities. The bill also introduced new programs intended to
meet the future needs of students, 1including technology education,
prekindergarten, and summer preschool. Implementing new programs presents
more problems than reforming existing programs; although there are no
established practices to be overcome, there may be 1ittle enthusiasm and no
established constituency supporting an innovation. Indeed, the need for state
(or federal) initiative often arises because local districts do not provide
for a potentially valuable program, implying that new programs are likely to
meet either indifference or hostility.

The purpose of the technology education program encouraged in House B1i1l
72 is to supply students with skills in mathematics, science, computer
science, and other related subjects to prepare them for the "New Age." These
programs were neither funded nor required by the legislature, and specific
details about the program were left to the discretion of the districts.
Districts in Texas are preoccupied with meeting the requirements of House Bill
72; while they show real interest 1in technology education, few of the
districts we interviewed have taken any steps to develop such a program.
Without funding, state requirements, or technical assistance, it is unclear
what the "encouragement" of House Bill 72 means, and 1t seems likely that only
the wealthier districts and those located 1in urban areas with substantial
growth in high-technology employment will be 1ikely to respond.

The legislature followed a different approach by requiring
prekindergarten programs and summer preschool programs of certain districts.
Both programs 1{ntend to prepare children for their primary years of public
school education; both are efforts to extend the years of schooling to younger
children, much as the kindergarten extended public education from six- to
five-year-olds. The preschool programs of House Bill 72 are of particular
note, because they reflact a growing interest around the country in early
childhood education as an effective method of compensatory education. In this
chapter we examine the early responses of districts to these novel programs
and suggest various ways of improving them.

THE PREKINDERGARTEN PROGRAM

Many children begin kindergarten or the first grade "educationally
disadvantaged." A limited vocabulary, an {inability to speak English
proficiently, or the absence of early childhood educational and developmental
stimuli may have contributed to their disadvantaged state. As a result, they
are cften unable to keep pace with their peers, and efforts to begin their

schooling earlier to compensate have a long history (including kindergarten
itself).?
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The prekindergarten program 1is one way to compensate disadvantaged
children through a half-day, full-year, voluntary program for four-year-olds
who are limited English proficient or come from low-income families as defined
by eligibility for the school lunch program.? Districts having fifteen or
more such children must offer the program beginning in 1985-86, while other
districts may offer it if they choose. Once the educationally disadvantaged
have been served, districts may allow other four-year-olds to participate as
well.® However, districts that must construct new facilities may apply to TEA
for a waiver of the prekindergarten requirement.

The program expenses will be shared by the state and the local district,
acoording to a formula which provides a greater fraction of state support for
poor districts. For 1985-86, the legislature has appropriated $45 million, a
sum that puts Texas in second place (California is first) among states in
state funding for earlv childhood education.* However, if large numbers of
children attend and the appropriation is insufficient, districts will receive
only a fraction of the aid they would otherwise receive. As a result, there
is substantial wuncertainty about how much aid the state will provide for
prekindergarten.

Although Texas has never before required its districts to provide
preschool programs, it does have a history of promoting preschool services for
other special populations. One such program was the Preschool Deaf Program,
introduced by the legislature in 1959.% The purpose was to prepare deaf
children for Texas schools or the Texas School for the Deaf, through
development of communication skills. Another preschool program, funded by
federal Title I funds, was the Preschool Program for Migrant Children, which
was offered during the regular school year. When this program was introduced
in 1967-68, kindergarten programs were not required by the state, and
five-year-olds were considered preschool children. The program was combined
with the state kindergarten program at the end of the 1970-7! school year.*®

In addition, a number of early childhood bilingual programs have been
developed by districts using funds available under Title VII of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act. Children agea :hree through five who are limited
English proficient and are from low-income families are eligible.” Head
Start, a federally funded preschool program for low-1income children, is
provided through some school districts. Finally, in 1969, the legislature
authorized a preschool program for "exceptional" children.® Handicapped
children aged three through five were eligible for the program. As the
federal funds for many of these services were decreased or eliminated, many
preschool programs were discontinued by the districts, which could not afford
to fund them locally. As a result, most districts did not offer any preschoc]
at the time House Bill 72 was adopted. However, some districts did have mode)
preschool programs, and the reasons for their existence and their structure
are instructive; an appendix to this chapter describes these mode) programs.

The Select Committee on Public Education should be credited with the
inception of the prekindergarten 'program. The need for early childhood
education was confirmed by teachers, principals, and administrators across the
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state who were interviewed by 3COPE members.® Two members of SCOPE ware
especially strong advocates of preschool programs--Dr. Emette J. Conrad, a
Dallas surgzon, and Dr. Elizabeth MacNaughton, a Houston psychiatrist.
Partly because of their support, SCOPE made these recommendations:

1. Early childhood care and education programs in Texas should be
improved in "quality and availability."

2. The state should participate in the regulation of the curriculum,
as well as the physical structure of day care centers in Texas.

3. Public schools should participate in the provisiun of parenthood
programs.

The legislature responded to the first of these recommendations by
enacting the prekindergarten program. Since public schools in Texas were only
recently required to provide kindergarten programs, the adoption of preschool
education programs by the legislature was somewhat surprising. However, the
Texas legislature reflects a growing potential interest in early childhood
programs as effective forms cf compensatory education. Extensive publicity
about the positive effects of Head Start and of the Perry Preschool program, a
small experimental preschool that has boasted benefit-cost ratios of seven to
one,'® have increased public awareness of early childhood educction.

REACTIONS OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS

Of the districts we surveyed, more than half plan to implement the
prekindergarten program in the fall of 1985, as required. But these districts
typically have had some experience with preschool education. Many had
previously offered a program, like the preschool program for migrant children,
or were affiliated with a program 1ike Head Start. A few of the districts
currently offer a preschool program for the same children targeted by the
legislation. In addition to having preschool experience, these districts
usually have administrative and staff personnel committed to the concept of
early childhood education. Finally, the districts quickest to implement the
prekindergarten requirement have classroom space available or are able to
obtain the necessary space.

However, compliance will be difficult for most districts regardless of
size, wealth, or 1location. The primary deteirent to compliance for many
districts is a shortage of classrooms. Somec districts, 1ike Brownsville ISD,
have experienced tremendous growth and faced classroom shortages even prior to
H.B. 72.'* Others require more space because of new maximum class size in
kindergarten through grade two, so that the prekinderyarten program must
compete for space with other requirements of House Bill 72. In some cases,
the number of additional classrooms needed for the prekindergarten program is
substantial. El Paso is now building fifty-seven new classrooms to
accommodate a population of approximately 1,700 four-year-olds who will
qualify for the program.'? Austin plans to expand its existing programs by
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Tifty classrooms as soon as it can build the space.!?

Some districts (like Weslaco ISD) have large numbers of vacant
classrooms. For these districts, a teacher shortage will be the most serious
problem.t* Hiring qualified teachars will be especially difficult for the
larger districts, which need a large proportion of the teachers available.
Approximateiy 1,170 new teachers graduate each year in Texas with early
childhood education certificates. To satisfy the program requirements,
Houston ISD alone will need one-half of tuese graduates.!®

Finally, funding has been of concern to all districts. The costs of :he
programs are not by any means trivial; for example, Houston ISD estimate«s tha’
the program will cost the district approximately $5.2 million, not incl.iny
capital expenses for furniture and facilities.'® During the 1984-45 scho.’
year, the legislature did not appropriate any money for t' prekindergarten
program, and it was unclear whether the 1985 1legislature would abolish it
under fiscal pressures, provide the full $50 million allowed in House Bill 72,
or take an intermediate course. Many districts adoptea a wait-and-see
a.titude during the 1984-85 school year, ‘egardless of si.e or wealth. As a
result, there was little planning for the prekindergarten program before the
summer of 1985.

In addition %o *' ‘se tangible obstacles, we found that attitudes toward
the concept of early childhood education are also potential impediments. Most
districts will implement the new program because they musi, ot because they
are enthusiastic about preschool education. The concert of car's childhood
education was understood and appreciated by most district superi ndents, and
many indicated some knnwledge of research in the field. E .ever, +heir
overriding concern was how to finance the program 1in addition co other
requiremants of House Bi11 72  Attitudes ranged from an emphatic "we'll only
offer it {if we have to!"™ to what one administrator called “neutral
enthusiasm." Several administrators also expressed coucern that the state may
be in the process of redefining the role of the public schools to include
childraising, a resporsibi1ity some thought more appropriate to parents. “Are
we going to begin takinc them from the cradle?” was a question posed by a
superintendent of a small district.

Others claimed that the state-mandaved programs were decreasing local
control. These administrators contend that the prekindergarten rogram is not
really needed in their districts, because existing programs adequately meet
the needs of the local community. And some district administrators admitted
doubts about the effectiveness of early childhood programs. A few
administrators expressed real excitement about expanding education to four-
year-olds, but they were largely in districts which alvrsady had a similar
program. Small, rural districts expressed the greatest hesitancy atout the
prenram, because funding is uncertain and the number of eligible children will
probably be small.
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DISTRICT COMPLIANCE WITH THE PREKINDERGARTEN REQUIREMENT

Many of the districts which plan to offer the nrogram in the fall of 1985
have been actively surveying the community to identify eligible children.
Some have informed the local community of the new program through letters or
brochures, while others have run advertisements in the local newspapers. But
a number of districts had not informed the local community as of the spring of
1985, pending further legislative decisions. They were apprehensive about
promoting a program which might not come to fruition.

Besides doing surveys, many districts have also been recruiting new
teachers Higher saiaries, better working conditions, and bonuses are some of
the devices districts have used to combat teacher shortages and lure available
faculty to their schools. For example, Houston ISD has considered offering a
$1,50C bgnus to colleges and universities for each student agreeing to teach
in HISD.?

Finally, districts which plan to offer prekindergarten in fall 1985 have
Eeen _electing classroom sites. Some must obtain portable classrooms until
new ones are constructed, while others plan to use community churches and
other facilities to accommodate the children while classrooms are under
construction. Many districts without unused classroom space have passed new
bond issues or plan to do so. Most are planning to build new classrooms, and
some (1ike La Vernia ISD), new schools.!®

It appears that most school districts will not deviate from the minimum
requiierents suggested by the legislature. Most programs will run half-day,
full-year programs, with a pupil/teacher ratio of 22:1. (This ratio, the same
maximum required for kindergarten through second grade, was adopted for the
preki Jorgarten by the Texas Education Agency.) Aides will probably not be
used in most districts. In most cases the program will be Yocated within
walking distance of eligible childrer; although transportation is not required
by House Uil 72, many districts will provide it for those children living
sutside a two-mile radius from the school.

Those districts unable to comply with the program requirements for the
fall of 1985 because of a classroom shortage qualify for the "construction
waiver." However, the exemption is not a permanent provision. State Board
rulings have c! rified that districts will have a maximum of three years %o
build facilities to fulfill the program requirements.?? In addition,
districts must develop plans demonstrating how the prekindergarten program
will be phased in over the three-year period. Finally, exemptions will only
be granted to those districts which demonstrate they have thoroughly searched
for other possible facilities. Since many districts have no unused classrooms
avajlable or must use additional classrooms to meet the maximum class size, it
may be a. least three y.ars before the prekindergarten program 1is finally
implemented.
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THE QUALITY OF THE PREKINDERGARTEN PROGRAM

While che legislature has attempted to address the needs of preschool
children through the prekindergarten program, the program enacted may not be
effective in assisting the very children it was designed to serve. For a
combination of reasous--including fiscal constraints, the time pressures
associated with implementing House Bill 72, the basic structure of the
prekindergarten program, and simple unfamiliarity with early childhood
education within the schools and TEA--the prekindergarten program could
develop in ways detrimantal to its intentions.

It is first necessary to understand what makes an early childhood
education program successful. A report prepared by the U.S. Department of
Health, Education and Welfare identifies some of the characteristics of
successful preschool programs, including:

1. Careful planning and a clear statement of academic objectives.
2. Small groups and a high degree of individualization of instruction.

3. Ins uction and materials relevant and closely related to
objectives.

4. High intensity of treatment.

5. Teacher training in the methods of the program.2°®

One of the most successful preschool programs, the Perry Preschool
Projects, included 123 children from 1962 through 1967, 1in the Perry
Elementary School in Ypsilanti, Michigan. The children included w2re black,
had 1Qs between 70 and 85, and were from families with low socioeconomic
status.?! Careful evaluation has demonstrated that children 1in the program
needed less remedial education and were held back less often than similar
children not included; scholastic achievement was improved, high <_kool
graduation rates were higher, delinquency rates lower, and rates of employment
following graduation higher.?? But while many people have been made aware of
these findings and are familiar with the much-publicized benefit-coct ratio of
seven to or~, few are aware of the quality of the program. It was carefully
developed by child psychologists and child developmental specialists; the
staft was well trained and enthusiastic, the teachers' saliries were
competitive with the 1local public schools, and the pupil/teacher ratio was
very low, approximately 5:1 or 6:1.2? Four teachers typically supervised
twenty to twenty-five children. In 1985 dollars, the program cost about
$5,000 per pupil.?*

Head Start is another example of a preschool program with positive
o tcomes that have become widely known. Head Start was developed over a
period of years and attracted the attention of the entire child development
community; in many ways it was a "laboratory" for early childhood education in
this century. A federally funded program, Head Start was introd ced during
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the 1960s as part of President Johnson's War on Poverty.?® Unlike many early
childhood plans, Head Start is a comprehensive program which combines a number
of components, including health services, social services, early childhood
educaticn, parent involvement, a volunteer effort, community participation,
career ladders, and in-service training.?® The pupil/teacher ratio for the
Head Start program is also low, about 5:1. One teacher and two aides
typically supervise fifteen children. The average cost per child in 1984 was
about $2,700, a figure that included some part-time programs; thus, the cost
of a full-day program is close to $4,005. Other exemplary programs include
the California Children's Centers, which are full-day programs for Jlow-income
children, operated through public schools; the pupil teacher ratio is 8:1, and
the cost per child in 1984-85 averaged $4,400.

Still other evidence about the quality of early childhood education comes
from the National Day Care Study.?” This study examined the determinants of
quality in day care centers, and concluded that pupil/teacier ratios between
5:1 and 10:1 made 1ittle difference to quality, recommending that ratios be
between 8:1 and 10:1. Above 10:1, however, quality began to deteriorate, and
above 20:1 there was evidence tnhat a center could be harmful to young
children.

Thus, the model early childhood programs--the basis for the publicity
about the benefits of educating young children--all have ratios around 6:1 and
costs between $4,000 and $5,000 for a full day. In contrast, SCOPE
recommended pupil/teacher ratios of 15:1, far in excess of levels recommended
by child development research, and these were further dijutad to 22:1.
Administrators of existing prekindergarten programs in Austin and Fort Worth
agree that this ratio is too high, because¢ of the indfvidual attention those
four-year-olds require; Austin plans %o maintain a 16:1 ratio, and Fort
Worth--which has provided a prekinderga-ten pr-gram for more than fourteen
years--uses a pupil/teacher ratio of 11:1.2°

Another 1issue related tu quality involvas training of teachers for
preschool programs. The teachers in the Perry Preschool, Head Start, and the
California Children's Centers have &li had evrtensive training 1in child
development and early childhood education, and the National Day Care Study
confirmed that specific training in early childhcod education--rather than
increased levels of education in general--enhanced quality. However, Texas
has recently diluted its training requireients for teachers of young children.
Prior to 1983, a teacher of young chiidren (TYC) certificate was necessary to
teach kindergarten and was considered a medel certificate by early childhood
experts. In 1983, the Commission on Standards of the Teacher Profession of
TEA attempted to abolish the TYC certificate, not for educational reasons but
to provide administrators greater flexibility in assigning teachers. After
protests by the early childhood ccmmunity, a compromise certificate was
developed, known as option 4 of the reqular elementary education certificate.
This certificate, valid fur prekindergarten through grade six, dees require
some training in early childhood, but, since it must cover topics ranging up
to grade six, it dilutes the content of the old TYC certificate.2?*
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Arothe problem involves the 1a2ngth of the program day. SCOPE committee
members suggested a seven-hour school day for the prekindergarten program,
including lunch and rest periods. Instead, the legislature mandated a
half-day program with a minimum requirement of three hours. Aside from
providing more time in the program, the full-day program would have allowed
the districts to schedule the transportation of the four-year-olds at the same
time as the other students, while the half-day prekindergarten program may
cause scheduling problems for many districts (as the half-day kindergarten
program currently does). A more serious consequence is that parents unable or
unwilling tc provide transportation for their children may exclude them from
prekindergarten.

The three-hour program also precludes the attendance of eligible children
who have working parents, unless their parents can arrange coordinated child
care. In fact, some districts have experienced high absenteeism in their
kindergarten programs because so many children have working parents.?® Austin
administrators plan to continue a full-day prekindergarten because they fear
too many children will be unable to attend a three-tour program.?! In Texas,
49 percent of all mothers with children under six work, and for women without
a husband present--the group that includes many eligible for
prekindergarten--68 percent of mothers with young children work.?? For these
children, a three-hour program may not be a real opportunity.

A final problem is the lack of technical assistance. Almost all
districts in Texas are unfamiliar with early childhood education; TEA has no
experience or expertise in this area and can only suggest their districts
examine a model program--the one in Austin--when they ask for assistance. The
exemplary programs, like Head Start and Perry Preschool, have drawn heavily on
the expertise of child development experts and the California Children's
Centers similarly have substantial assistance available from the State
Department of Education. Especially for a new program, the lack of technical
assistance could be crucial.

The good intentions of SCOPE in recommending the prekindergarten program
and of the Jlegislature in passing House Bill 72 are unmistakable. However,
the programs that begin in the fall of 1985 are unlikely to look much like the
exemplary programs for low-income children that have motivated the interest in
early childhnod educatior. Subsequent efforts of the State Board of Education
and the Texas legislature should investigate the quality of this program more
carefully.

THE SUMMER PRESCHOOL PROGRAM

A second preschool program for the educationally disadvantaged also
emerged from House Bill 72. The summer preschool program is an eight-week,
half-day, voluntary program for students of limited &English proficiency who
will enter kindergarten or the first grade; it is therefore open to
five-and-six-year-olds. This program must be offered by those districts
currently required to offer bilingual or special language programs for K-12
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students. The legislation also stipulates that the pupil/teacher ratio may
not exceed 18:1, and the program must be offered during the eight-week period
preceding the start of the regular school year.

The summer program was not included in the recommendations of the 3elect
Committee on Public Education. TEA administrators in the Division of
Bilingual Education admitted they were surprised to see the program included
in the bil1.?? However, the logic of the program is similar to that of the
prekindergarten program. The roots of this program can be traced to a similar
prograr. authorized by the 1legislavure during the late 1950s. While not a °
bilingual program or a required program, the objective of the Preschool
Instructional Program for Non-English Speaking Children was to improve the
communication skills of children unable to speak and understand the English
language . ?* Children ready to enter the first grade were eligible. The
philosophy of the program was that improved communication skills would reduce
the dropout rate and prevent more expensive remediation later.?® The cost of
the program was shared by the state and participating districts. The program
was eventually discontinued during the mid-1970s because it was superseded by
bilingual programs supported by federal funds as well as those required by the
state ]eg:s]ation and by the extension of the kindergarten program to all
children.

A1l districts required to provide the summer preschool program in the
summer of 1985 plan to comply with the new legislation. While most of these
districts have never offere” - hilingual summer program for four-year-olds,
many have provided some ty summer language program such as ESL or Chapter
1 migrant summer school pruyiaus for children of other ages. However, many
districts--those not required to provide a bilingual program or which do not
have at least fifteen eligible children--will not offer the program because
they are exempt. Most of the exempt districts only offer an ESL program.

Because this program is to be offered during the summer, classroom
shortages will not pose a problem. Most districts have solicited their
existing bilingual faculties to teach the summer program and have received
positive responses. However, some districts expressed concern that teachers
may be difficult to hire. One reason is that teachers who want to advance on
the career ladder will need the summer months to attend classes. Some
districts--especially those in the Valley, like Brownsville, where 87 percent
of the cnildren are Hisparic--may have difficulties because of the Jlarge
number of teachers needed to operate the program. Urban districts with large
bilingual populations, 1like Houston, could also have staffing problems.
Approximately 555 teachers are needed for Houston's preschool summer program,
while the annual number of new teachers graduating with bilingual
certification 1is only 300.%7 To meet its staffing needs, the district mailed
applications to all bilingual teachers now working 1in the district.
Kindergarten and first grade teachers, as well as those with prior early
childhood ec :ation erperience, will be given first priority.

One pntential impediment to implementation for most districts seems to be
a lack of funding. The 1985 legislature appropriated $5.7 million for 1985-86
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and $6.0 milifon for 1986-87 for the summer preschool programs. Trese funds
are estimated to be sufficient to cover all the costs of the program in the
183 districts that will be required to provide one; daistricts will be
reimbursed $1,750 for every class of efghteen children covering a half-day,
eight-week program.?* If these funds are insufficient or if districts want to
expand the program beyond the minimum level required, they may use state
bilingual funds, state compensatory educatfon funds, federal bilingual,
Chapter 1 migrant, or regular state and local funds to finance the program.
The adequacy of the legislative appropriation is not entirely clear.
Depending wupon the size of the eligible preschool population, many districts
may be forced to use local revenues to finance the program. Accordingly,
those districts with the largest populations of bilingual students--which tend
to have low property values per pupil--will bear the greatest financial
burdens. For districts like E1 Paso, with approximately two thousand eligible
children, and Houston, which has approximately ten thousand eligible children,
state financial assistance is crucial.

As in the case of the prekindergarten program, uncertainty about funding
led some districts to wait until the 1985 legislative session clarified the
funding provisions; these districts were apprehensive about planning and
advertising a program that might be postponed or eliminated. Most districts
we surveyed planned to offer the program to all eligible students. But some
districts will offer the program only to a specific number of students because

of financial constrainis. Eligible students unable to attend will be put on a
waiting Jist.

The most positive responses tc the summer preschool program came from
those districts with large populations of Spanish-speaking students, where
there is great need for the program. In districts 1ike Weslaco, some students
will not speak English wuntil they enter school.?*® However, some districts
were apprehensive about the effectiveness of a “"crash" summer program. Much
of the hesitancy was expressed by the smaller districts which have few
eligible scudents. Some of these administrators believe the program 1{s not
really needed in their particular districts because services currently
provided are adequate. Others expressed concern that young children would be
in school for too long a period.

Many districts plan to follow the program structure as mandated by the
state. Most districts will keep the pupil/teacher ratio at 18:1, but some do
plan to use aides as well. However, some districts (1ike Brazosport ISD)
believe the legislated ratio is too high for the program to be effective and
will use a lower ratio 1{nstead.“® As in the prekindergarten program, the
appropriate pupil/teacher ratio remains a critical {ssue, because many
educators feel that 1t is central to the success of the program.
Unfortunately, there has been so little experience with summer bilingual
preschools that there is no evidence to suggest what raties should be.

Even though districts are not required to do so, many plan to provide
transportation, be - ause they fear that attendance will suffer otherwise. For
example, the superintendent of the Taylor ISD, which already provides a
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four-week summer remedial program for children, commented that even with
transportation many students fail to attend classes because of a lack of
parental support; without transportation the problem would be worse.*! Those
districts which will not provide transportation plan to locate the program in
schools within walking distance of most eligible children.

A final concern is the timing of the program, which must be provided
during the eight weeks preceding the regular school year. Districts like
Weslaco, which has the second largest migrant population in the state, fear
that the migrant children will not be able to participate in the program
because they will be out of town.*2

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDAT IONS

The conditions intluencing implementation of the prekindergarten
requirements are really no different than those affecting other House Bill 72
requirements. Uncertain funding, shortages of teachers, and a lack of
classrooms are the problems experienced by most districts regardless of size,
wealth, or location. In particular, the jrekindergarten program will compound
the classroom shortage, which has been greatly intensified because of the 22:1
pupil/teacher ratio requirement for grades K-2. Those districts near or at

capacity will have to build additional classrooms and perhaps even entire
schools.

Most districts offering the prekindergarten and preschool summer programs
will do so because they must and not necessarily because they are enthusiastic
about early childhood education. While many district administrators believe
the programs have merit, the major concern is how to finance the programs in
addition to the other House Bill 72 requirements. Not surprisingly, the few
districts that had prekindergarten or summer preschool programs prior to House
Bill 72 have been the most enthusiastic.

The reactions of districts to these preschools illustrate the problems of
instituting new programs in the schools. Even under the best of conditions,
unfamiliarity and novelty present some problems; if, 1in addition, there fis
suspicion or even hostility--as there is in the case of preschool programs,
which some educators consider "child rearinc" or "day care" rather than
education--then the difficult? «re compounded. Of course, the current
conditions are not the best: the rush of implementing House Bill 72, the press
of other requirements, classroom shortages, and uncertainty about state
funding have made the past year excremely difficult for districts. In this
situation, the lack of any technical assistance from TEA or any other
statewide organization is especfally serious.

The future problems facing the preschool programs are those of quality
and access. The lack of required transportation is one barrier. Another is
that these programs have not been designed with the needs of working parents
in mind. Children with working mothers--who include the majority of
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low-income childres eligible for the prekindergarten--may not be able to

attend prekindergarten unless these programs are coordinated with afterschool
care.

The issues of quality merit the closest attention. The exemplary
programs that have created a public consciousness about the benefits of early
childhood education--especially Head Start and the Perry Preschool--are
programs of high quality, low pupil/teacher ratios, and staff well trained in
early childhood. Compared to these programs, the pupil/teacher ratios in the
prekinasrgarten and summer preschool programs are much too high, and the
requirements for training apprupriate for teachers of young children are weak.
The quality of these programs needs to be improved, by reducing teacher/pupil
ratios, improving training, and providing technical assistance by individuals
with expertise and experience in early childhood education. Unless this is
done, there is little chance that the preschool programs legislated by House
Bill 72 will have the same success in preparing disadvantaged children for
school as the exemplary programs on which they are based.
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Appendix
MODEL PxESCHOOL PROGRAMS IN TEXAS

Prior to House Bill 72, very few districts provided prekindergarten
programs. A few districts did have such programs, however, and the reasons
for their existence are illuminating.

FORT WORTH I.S.D.

Fort Worth ISD ha+ provided a prekindergarten program since the early
~.70s. The underlying philosophy of the program 1s that an effective
prekindergarten program prevents costs which would be incurred later in the
form of remedial education: "Research has shown that when a high quality
preschool is provided, disadvantaged children increase their chances of higher
academic performance, lower delinquency rates and better earning prospects."*?

The Fort Worth prekindergarten program is actually a continuation of a
federally funded program for disadvantaged children called the Center Cities
Project, which ran from 1968 through 1971. A grant of $1.5 million for a
period of three years was awarded competitively to each of twenty-six cities
across the nation. Children aged two through five from low-income families
were eligible. The success of the Center Cities Project, as weli as the
enthusiasm of the staff and aides who remained once the project was through,
led to the development of the current prekindergarten program, which is funded
by federal Title I (now Chapter 1) revenues.

The typical classroom has twenty-two students, one teacher, and an aide,
making the pupil/teacher ratio 11:1. However, the district has experimented
with ‘"differentiated stafing." Some classes have 2s many as thirty-three
students, with one teacher and two aides. In another pattern, one teacher
supervises two or more classrooms of twenty-two students each, with the
assistance of two aides per classroom. Other patterns include one teacher and
three aides for forty-four students and one teacher and fyur aides for
fifty-five students. A comparison of educational attainment indicated the
program with one teacher supervising two or more classrooms with two aides in
each classroom of twenty-two students was as effective as the "traditional"
pattern of one teacher, one aide, and twenty-two students.** These variations
have been used in the district for about ten years, primarily to improve cost
effectiveness and to remedy teacher shortages.*$

To facilitate accessibility, the program has been placed in schools with
large populations of students receiving free or reduced-price 1lunches.
Eligibility 1is also based on age and the score attained on the Preschool
Screening Evaluation test. Auditory, visual, motor, and language skills are
emphasized during the six-hour program.
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Upon completion of the program, children are given a second Preschool
Screening Evaluation test. Individual improvement is determined by a
comparison of the pretest and posttest. According to a 1983-84
"Administrative Summary" of the program, "The prekindergarten students
attained on the average, 90% of the program objectives." The mean pretest
score was four and the mean posttest score was nine out of the ten items
measured."**®

Approximately 1,694 four-year-olds were served during the 1983-84 school
year. The cost per child was about $1,537. However, this figure must be
interpreted with care: it includes staffing costs and some materials, but does
not include administrators, space, utilities, or other indirect costs. Since
expenditures on teachers in Texas tend to be about half of total expenditures
per pupil, the $1,537 figure is probably a serious underestimate of full cost.

Another exemplary feature of the Fort Worth Program is the provision of
afterschool child care for children with working parents. Two nonprofit
organizations, Clayton Child Care, Inc., and the YWCA, both provide services
in school district classrooms.

AUSTIN ISD

The Austin early childhood program was also started with federal funds
for disadvantaged children. It began in 1978, largely at the instigation of
elementary administrators and funded by Title I (now Chapter I). The Austin
program was recently selected as one of the recipients of the Secretary's
Initiative Award to Improve the Quality of Chapter 1 Projects, by the
secretary of the Department of Education. The presence of an enthusiastic
staff, committed to early childhood education, was central to the success of
the program, which in its early days had to persuade other administrators of
the value of early childhoed education.*”

The program initially began with a ratio of 10:1, with one teacher and
one aide per twenty children. Aides were eliminated because of a reduction in
federal funding, so the number of children per classroom was reduced to
sixteen. The district estimates its costs to be $1,875 per child, although
again this figure includes only teacher salaries and some materials, and is a
serious underestimate of full costs.

Although House Bill 72 allows a maximum pupil/teacher ratio of 22:1 for
the prekindergarten program, Austin plans to keep its ratio at 16:1. The
district administration believes that the 22:1 ratio is too high and does not
wish to compromise the quality of its program. Because of this lower ratio
and an absence of empty classrooms, not all children eligible for preschool
services under the law will be allowed to participate in the Austin program.
However, the district hopes eventually to triple its program under House Bill
72.
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Currently, the district has twenty-five prekindergarten classrooms;
fifteen of the classes include Chapter 1 eligible children, six are bilingual,
and four are migrant. Two students in each of the bilingual classrooms are
non-LEP.  The district estimates that approximately 1,200 children are
eligible wunder House Bill 72 and will have to build an additional fifty
classrooms to serve them all.

Another exemplary feature of the program is that it runs for the fu}l
school day, from 8 a.m. to 2:30 p.m. A number of organizations such as
Extend-a-Care, community schools, the Department of Parks and Recreation, and
the district itself provide afterschool child care in the schools, making it
easy for children with working parents to enroll in the program.

HOUSTON ISD

Houston ISD was chosen as an exemplary district becau- its
prekindergarten program for the fall of 1985 is particularly well planned and
detailed.  Approximately 9,000 preschool children will qualify for the
program: 4,200 will qualify under the free lunch program, and 4,800 will
qualify as LEP. The cost per classroom was determined to be approximately
$2,400. The district will offer a half-day, full-year prigram. A morning and

afternoon session will provide parents with a choice of the most convenient
time.

To identify its eligible population, a questionnaire was mailed to all
parents in April, to describe the program, inform parents of the eligibility
requirements, and determine the number of students per campus. During May,
all potential children were screened to determine language proficiency, and

document eligibility and to confer with the parents. Enrollment will take
place in August.

Like other districts, Houston faces the problems of financing, teachers,
and classrooms. Different portions of the prekindergarten program will be
funded by various sources, depending upon the makeup of the preschool
population.  The state bilingual allotment, state compensatory education, the
Emergency Immigration Act, Transition Program for Refugee Children, and the
HISD general fund are all potential sources of funding.

Approximately 210 teachers are needed for the program. Potential sources
include teachers employed with HISD who already have a kindergarten
endorsement, Head Start teachers, and private day care center teachers. In
addition, state compensatory education funds may be used to finance the
retrairing of those elementary teachers on staff interested in teaching
prekindergarten. Local agencies and schools will also be notified of
available positions.

A1l district campuses were surveyed to determine the facilities available
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for the program. The campus facilities chosen to provide the program are
within walking distance of mcst eligibie children; therefore, transportation
will not be provided.

THE FCRT WORTH SUMMER PRESCHOOL PROGRAM

Since 1973, Fort Worth ISD has offered a four-week, three-hour summer
program for four-year-olds. Children who 1ived in Chapter I attendance areas,
were four years old by September 1, and had a score of seven or less on a test
called the Preschool Screening Evaluation were eligible for the program. The
purpose of the program was to enhance the learning experiences of the children
as measured by a higher score on the Preschool Screening Evaluation
posttest.*® In addition, the children were immunized and screened to prepare
them for the regular school year.

To comply with the Hou<e Bill 72 preschool summer school requirement,
Fort Worth ISD will offer a separate summer program for those children who are
eligible under the new state requirements.*® All children who qualify for
bilingual education will be placed in the eight-week state~mandated program.
Although the district has typically maintained a pupil/teacher ratio of 11:1
for its summer programs, the 18:1 ratio prescribed by the legislature will be
used in the eight-week program due to cost factors.

THE BRAZOSPORT SUMMER BILINGUAL PROGRAM

Approximately two years ago, Brazosport began a half-day, three-week
summer bilingual program for children in kindergarten through grade two. The
purpose of the summer bi‘ingual education program was to improve oral
communication and language development skills. The program included students
in need of remedial services, as determined by teachers who nominated them for
the program. This program will be expanded to serve the population required
by House Bill 72. The pupil/teacher ratio of 15:1 previously used in the
summer program will remain, even though a ratio of 18:1 is permitted.
Brazogport administrators believe that even the 15:1 ratio is probably too
high.®°®
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CHAPTER NINE
BLAME IT ON 72:
HOUSE BILL 246 AND CURRICULUM REFORMS IN, TEXAS

The implementation of House Bill 72 has been a complicated and often
confusing task for hundreds of school districts in Texas. The bill has
inundated administrators and teachers with information from a variety of
sources including the legislature, the zovernor, the Texas Education Agency,
and numerous professional associations, which have all attempted to guide
school personnel through the maze of provisions. These difficulties have been
compouivied by the requirements of a very different bill, liouse Bill 246, which
reformed the curriculum in Texas schocls beginning in 1984-85.

Because of the statewide implementation of the new curriculum
requirements in the midst of the House Bill 72 uprocr, confusion has been
widespread. House Bill 72 and its sponsors have been blamed for a number of
provisions required by House Bill 246. School administrators, teachers, and
the public have had trouble distinguishing the two bills. Therefore, it is
necessary to examine House Bill 246 in order to understand its distinctiveness
and its implications for House Bill 72.

Several provisions in House Biil 246 and in the related curriculum rules
promulgated by the State Board of Education were repeated and clarified in
provisions of House Bill 72. Both reform initiatives contain a requirement
for a passing grade minimum of 70 percent.® House Bill 246 required that
district school boards institute policies "designed to prevent distiactions
from interruptions and loss of scheduled ciass time by any activi.y during the
school day"; House Bill 72 took this provision one step further by requiring
the State Board of Education to 1limit na“ticipation in extracurricular
activities during the school day;* and by requiring that school boards adopt
policies 1limiting interruptions during the school day for nonacademic
activities * Another provision established in House Bill 246 and expanded in
House Bill 72 is the requirement to develop promotion and retention policies
based on academic achievement and mastery of essential elements; as expressed
in House Bill 72, "A district may not grant social promotion."* The
similarities in these bills, along with the initial implementation of both in
1984-85, have caused much of the confusion over House Bill 72 and House Bill
246. Hnwever, many provisions of the twc bills differ, and the two should be
viewed as separate educational reforms.

Although the simultaneous implemention of House Bill 72 and House 8i11
246 has caused difficulty and confusion, the problems analyzed in this chapter
should not be interpreted as criticisms of the curriculum reforms themselves.
Most teachers and administrators support the curriculum changes and feel tha:
over the long run they will increase standards, restore some coherence to the
curriculum, and improve the quality of instruction.
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THE PROVISIONS OF HOUSE BILL 246

The curriculum reform bill, passed in 1981, resulted from two years of
study of statewide curriculum standards. In 1979, the 66th Texas Legislature
directed t"e State Board of Education to undertake a statewide study  of
curriculum for Texas public schools, because of a concern that the stete's
curriculum requirements had become fragmented and that the "“basics" of
education were being slighted because of public school attempts to ac .ress too
mar / nonacademic goals. As the resolution creating the study declared, "The
current requirements do not represent a truly comprehensive and systematic set
of curriculum elements which are mandates for each school district and which
are real’stic in terms of expectatiors of society."® The resolution directed
the State Board to produce a realistic and relevant statemant of elements to
be included in a well-balanced curriculum, formulated around a core curriculum
including English language arts, mathematics, science, social studies, and
computer science. In retrospect, this resolution was an early manifestation
of the concerns with academic education and the core curriculum that burst
forth in 1983 in many national reperts.

A Curriculum Study Panel consisting of members of SBOE, the Texas Senate
and House of Representatives, and the Governor's Advisory Committee on
Edu.ation submitted & series of recommendations to the 67th Legislature in
November of 1980. In 1981, the legislature passed House Bi11 246, which
embodied a number of recommendations from the Curriculum Study Panel. The
bill repealed twenty separate existing laws concerning public  school
curriculum and specified the twelve subject areas that comprise a well-
balanced curriculum.® The required subject areas exceed the "basics," because
groups representing other areas of study convinced the legislature that their
subjects should be included in a well-balanced curriculum.

The tweive designated subject areas are:

. English language arts;

Other languages, to the extent possible;

Mathematics;

Science;

Health;

Physical education;

Fine arts;

Social studies;

Economics, with an emphasis on the free enterprise system and its
benefits;

. Business education;

. Vocational education; and

. Texas and United States history as individual subjects and in
reading courses.’
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The bill delegated to the State Board of Education the responsibility for
designating the "essential elements" of each subject area and the authnrity %o
require each district to provide instruction in those essential elements at
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appropriate grade levels.

After a vear of study, public hearings, and local distiict workshops, the
Texas Education Agency presented a plan for curriculum revision to the State
Board. In March 1984, the State Beoard adopted the final proposal for the new
curriculum, which is codified in Chapter 75 of the Texas Administrative Code.®
The rules outline the essential elements of each subject area, specify the
amount of time in each day which must be devoted to each subject, set high
school graduation requirements, describe acceptable options for offering
courses, and require school districts to develop district policy on promotion,
retention, remediation, and placement. The new requirements are being phased
in durinrg 1984-85 and 1985-86.

A1l provisions concerning instructional time required in each subject
area for grades kindergarten through six must be fully implemented in the
1984-85 school year. Implementation of the essential elements began in the
1984-85 school year and will be completed by the 1985-86 school year. The
secondary curricuim requirements, including the teaching of essential
elements, must be implemented in the 1985-86 schoo) year. All students
entering the ninth grade 1in the 1984-85 school year and thereafter are
required to meet the graduation rejuirements outlined in Chapter 75. The
school districts' policies for promotion, retention, remediation, and
placement will be enacted at the beginning of the 1985-86 schoo) year.?

The ™essential elements" have been referred to as "the heart of House
Bill 246."'° An element is a brief statement of a specific skill or concept
within a subject. There are thousards of these elements in each subject, and
the more elements a student masters, the better he or she understands the
subject. Subject elements are set out in a sequence that describes a
step-by-step learning process of increasing’y complex concepts and skills.

There is simply not enough time it the schosi day to teach all elements
well, because there are potentially so many in each subject area. Therefore,
the legislature directed the State Board to define the most important or
"essential" curriculum elements by grade level for each of the twelve selected
subject areas. The essential elements set the priorities for the curriculum
by determining what students should learn. Two statewide groups of educators
and interested citizens developed and approved the essential elements to be
taught in the Texas public schools. Subsequent public hearings throughout the
state enabled parents, teachers, and others to express their views on the
composition of the required curriculum. The result is a basic curriculum for
all public schools in Texas.

Mastery learning 1is another educational concept introduced in the
curriculum revision effort. Mastery learning models are based on the
assumption that almost all students can learn what schools have to teach them,
provided tne learning time and the instructional process are altered in
accordance with the students' level of performance.!! This approach requires
that teachers ascertain whether students have mastered a particular skill or
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area of knowledge before moving to new skills or materials. By implementing a
mastery learning model, educators in a district would fulfill at least three
basic requirements of House Bill 246: teaching for mastery, monitoring student
progress, and reteaching students who have not mastered some essential
elements. Ideally, mneeting these three requirements would lead to the
elimination of social promotion, which is also a goal of House Bill 72.

The State Board of Education rules for House B111 246 require school
districts to ¢ velop procedures for evaluating the e, fectiveness of the
schools' instructional programs. This process must inclide an annual review
of data compiled by the teachers regarding student progress in the essential
elements. The board must direct administrators and ensure adequate
preparaticn time for teachers and must adopt policies to rrevent interruptions
and loss of class time due to any activity.!?

Still another new responsibility of school boards is to develop policies
for promotion, retention, remediation, and appropriate placement of students
based on specific criteria, including the mastery of the essential elements.??
This provision and the 70 percent minimum passing grade requirement have
forced districts to develop alternatives to past promotion and retention
practices.'* The required rslicies must also cover methods for reteaching
students who do not achieve mastery of the essential elements; in order to
determine whether students demonstrate mastery of essential elements, H.B. 246
requires that districts develop tests or other ways to measure mastery. The
hope is that these policies will reduce retention, reduce the need for
remediation, and increase overall student achievement.!®

Finally, graduaticn requirements were upgraded by House Bill 246. Over
the past few years, there has been a significant movement at the college level
to upgrade admission requirements; as part of this trend, the University of
Texas and Texas A&M recently raised their admissions standards. The State
Board of Education kept these changes in mind when developing new graduation
requirements in House Bill 246.'° The Rules for Curriculum now require that
all students complete a minimum of 21 units of credit to receive a high school
diploma.'” A one-semester course is typically half a unit; with a typical
load of five to six courses at a time a student can accumulate the required 21
units in three and a half to four years. The required units must include the
following:

English lanjuage arts - 4 units;
Mathematics - 3 units;

Science - 2 units;

Social studies sciences - 2 and 1/2 units;
Economics = 1/2 unit;

Physical education - 1 and 1/2 units;
Health education - 1/2 unit;

Electives = 7 units.

0O~ OY U & I =
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LOCAL REACTIONS TO THE CURRICULUM REFORMS

In our interviews in school districts, we found 1ittle opposition to the
concept of a statewide curriculum. Most administrators and teachers feel the
new curriculum requir wents are an effective way of improving the educational
system. The frustratiun and confusion expressed at the loca) 'evel have been
the result o7 problems experienced while implementing rules for House Bill
246, rather than the result of philosophical differences with the
legislation's intent.

Prior to House Bill 246, there were wide disparities among districts in
the curricula being offered. In many instances, district interests and the
local economy influenced the curriculum direction. These differences were
particularly apparent in vocational education programs. Many of the wealthier
districts had computer science programs in place several years before House
Bi11 246 required such courses, and they also tended to have elaborate
elective course offerings which poorer districts could not afford. Grading
systems, graduation requirements, and reporting systems also varied among
districts; districts often had a difficult time integrating transfer students
into their schools.

Because of this variation, the requirements of Chapter 75 have affected
some districts much more than others. The districts in the state which were
offering the required courses and credits before the passage of H.B. 246 have
had 1little difficulty implementing the new requirements. However, other
districts had a curriculum which could only be described as the "bare bones
minimum." Those districts have faced the need to redesign their curricula and
to absorb the costs of providing additional teachers, courses, and facilities
in orcer to meet the requirements. The state's poorer districts have had the
greatest difficulty meeting the mandate for upgraded curricula. Chanter 75
does provide districts the opportunity to apply for hardship status if they
are unable to comply with the requirements by the designated deadline.!*
However, only three districts have applied to the commissioner of education
for hardship status, and these have asked for a temporary extension of the
deadline.’® School districts have worked diligently to comply with Chapter 75
by the deadline.

Despite this progress, many implementation problems have been experienced
in the school districts of Texas, regardless of size or wealth. A number of
provisions in H.B. 246 and Chapter 75 require additional expenditures, yet the
curriculum legislation does not provide funding to meet the<e costs. Most
districts have fac 1 the initial costs of developing or revising district
~urriculum guides to reflect the charjes in the requirements and to include
the essentia! elements of each course offering. Many schools paid their
teachers and other staff throughout the summer to write the curriculum guides,
while other schools contracted with curriculum consultants to complete the
task. The printing and paper costs alone were substantial for sume of the
larger districts.

Furthermore, many districts are faced with the costs of hiring additional
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teachers in order to offer the required courses. The requiremert of an
additional year of math ard science has exacerbated the already severe
shortages in these fields. Additional requirements in English, reading,
foreign language, and elementary fine arts, social studies, and physical
education have forced most districts to hire a number of new teachers.

The computer literacy requirement has generated additional costs for new
classrooms, necessary hardware, and teaching materials, and the additional
credit of Tlaboratory science has forced districts o provide additional
laboratory facilities.

Administrators in most districts have assumed that the funding provisions
in House Bill 72 would provide the additional state aid rnecessary to meet the
curriculum mandates. However, this was not true for the majority of
districts, and House Bill 72 has other requirements of its own. Because the
provisions in House Bill 246 required additional expenditures for personnel,
facilities, and instructional resources, and because House Bili 72 provided
additional state funds to many school districts, confusion between the two
bills seemed inevitable. It has sometimes been said that in practice House
Bill 72 has funded the requirements of House Bi1l 246, but that was never the
intent of the state aid increases under House Bill 72.

One particitlar source of revenue in House Bill 72 that has frequeatly
been used to cover the curriculum requirements of House Bill 246 1is the
allotment for compensatory education.2® These funds can be used to cover any
costs of remediation, including remedial programs, afterschool tutorials, and
other programs a district chooses to define as remedial in nature (including
reteaching those students who have not demonstrated mastery of some essentlal
elements). When state compensatory education revenues are used to support
these programs, other funds at the local level become available to cover some
of the additional costs of curriculum requirements.?2?

Although the poorer districts in the state receive substantial increases
in state 1id through House Bill 72, these districts will be stretching these
funds to cover the requirements in both House Bill 72 and House Bill 246. 1In
years to come state aid to many districts will actually decrease (as explained
in chapter 1), yet these districts will stil) be required to meet the sare
mandates. There is no funding provision in House Bill 72 for the construction
of new facilities, although many districts have been forced to undertake
construction in order to provide adequate classroom space for the expanded
curriculum requirements in House Bill 246 and the lower pupil/teacher ratio at
the elementary level in House Bill 72. As a result of inadequate scate
funding levels, many districts have relied cn local funds to put the new
requirements into place--but reliance on local revenues places a greater
hardship on poor districts.

Alternative delivery procedures outlined in Chapter 75 have somewhat
alleviated the financial and acdministrative burdens of providing the new
curriculum offerings.2? The options available to districts include:
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1. Cooperatives--two or more districts arranging for the cooperative
use of personnel, facilities, or materials and equipment.

2. Contracting--districts contracting for the delivery of instruction
with other districts or approved institutions.

3. Technology--districts wutilizing a variety of technological
advancements including computer-assisted instruction, interactive
television, and videc- or audio-taped courses.

4. Adjusted school week--one or more districts delivering instruction
within an adjusted school day or school week.

Apart from the #’scal implications, teachers have been affected by
various provisions in House Bill 246 and Chapter 75. The shift to mastery
learning has been a source of consternation for many teachers, who have had to
al.:r their methods of teaching. The change to the mastery learning concept
has been particularly difficult for those experienced teachers who have
developed their own individual teaching methodology though the years. Chapter
75, wh.ch outlines the essential elements and prescribes how many minutes a
¢'v each course must be taught,?? seems excessively rigid to some teachers,
a.J many have expressed concern that the extensive nature of the essential
elements and the prescribed time 1imits do not allow teachers enough time to
implement the new requirements. Teachers are also responsible for keeping
track of the students' success in mastering the essential elements and
documenting this progress.

An indirect effect of the new curriculum requirements is the displacement
of many teachers in elective subject areas. With more courses now being
required for graduation, students have less time to take electives. Although
most districts are retaining many elective subject areas, the number of
classes will be smaller, and fewer teachers will be needed. Many teachers 1in
elective subject areas are being forced to go .ack te school to seek
recertification in other subject areas. This recertification process will
take time, although this process may alleviate shortages in some subject
areas. owever, districts have expressed the concern that some teachers are
hesitating to go back to schoo! for recertification.

Teachers blame both House Bill 72 and Chapter 75 for a tremendous
increase in the amount of paperwork required. Teachers have to indicate in
their 1lesson plans how each of the essential elements will be taught in their
classrooms. They must also document their students' progress toward achieving
mastery of the e-sential elements. Many teachers feel that they are becoming
mere clerks, and they dislike spending valuable instructional time and other
resources on routine paperwork.?* John Cole, executive director of the Texas
Federation of Teachers, stited that his main concern is the documentation
required of teachers to prove they are teaching the essential elements. This
problem 1is magnified at the elementary level, where each teacher is
responsible for six to eight subject areas. A number of districts bave
imposed very complex documentation procedures within their districts--
procedures more detailed and complex than are actually necessary for TEA's
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accreditation review. However, there are indications that TEA is making an

fort to aid districts in developing more reasonable documentation
procedures, and there have been a number of legislative proposals to ease the
paperwork burden for teachers.?®

District administrators have experienced as much frustration as teachers
in implementing the Chapter 75 curriculum rules, since they give
administrators the responsibility for setting local policies. In addition to
coping with the anxieties of teachers, administrators have been forced to
develop ideas for creative financing of the curriculum requirements. Since
the districts were given two years to comply with the curriculum requirements,
at the same time that thay were oping with the reforms included in House Bill
72, the past two years bave been difficult and challenging ones for school
administrators.

Most of the administrative difficulties associated with House Bill 246
can be traced to three provisions outlined in Chapter 75. First, school
districts are required to provide each student with the opportunity to
participate in all courses included in the State Board's description of a
well-balanced secondary curriculum. Second, students must be given the
opportunity each year to select courses in which they intend to participate
from a 1ist that includes all courses constituting a well-balanced curriculum.
Third, for those courses where ten or more students indicate that they will
participate or courses required for a student to graduate, the district must
teach the course.?® These three provisions require districts to be prepared
to offer every course each semester if ten or more students request it. The
district must have the resources--teachers, classroows, and materials--to
offer these courses. To meet this requirement, many districts are offering
Tonger school days and have gone to a seven-period day. These solutions not
only ease administrative burdens, but they also allow students more class time
for taking electives.

Many districts feel that paperwork is a source of frustration for
administrators as well as teachers. School principals, counselots, and office
staff have been assigned responsibility for keeping track of the documentation
prepared by teachers showing teaching of essential elements and progression of
students toward mastery. Administrators compile these test results each month
along with teacher documentation and present the report to the local school
board. Administrators have also shouldered the responsibility for organizing
in-service programs to help teachers in the tasks of curriculum writing and
teaching of essential elements, responsibilities which have fallen upon the
administrators at the local district level.

The regional Education Service Centers have provided assiscance to school
district administrators in developing ways to implement the curriculum
requirements.?’ These centers began operation in 1967 as media centers for
area districts, but they have taken on a new importance with the passage of
House Bill 72 and House Bill 246. The ESCs are now responsible for
coordinating educational services and planning and providing technical
assistance to those districts without the resources to meet the requirements
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on their own. Districts report that the ESCs have been 1{nvaluaole to local
districts during the implementation process.

CONCLUSIONS

Successful implementation of new, complex, controversial legislation
requires a clear understanding of the provisions included. House Bill 72
itself is complex and has proved to be highly controversial. The confusion
associated with the provisions in House Bill 246 and Chapter 75 rules have
compounded the implementation problems of House Bill 72. The overlapping
implementation schedules, some identical provisions, and the reliance on House
Bill 72 to provide funding for the House Bill 246 provisions have been the
major sources of confusion about the two different reforms. However, the two
pieces of legislation are very different, and need to Y“e carefully
distinguished in identifying unresolved problems. "Blaming it on House Bill
72" is not an appropriate way to clarify the continuing problems with
curriculum reforms and development of appropriate polictes.

In retrospect, it would probably have been better to delay the
implementation of House Bill 72 so that the two pieces of legislation did not
overlap. However, the difficulties of implementing House Bill 246 and House
Bill 72 together should not overshadow the positive aspects of the curriculum
reforms. Most teachers and administrators continue to feel that House Bill
246 is a progressive step toward reconstructing a fragmented curriculum and
affirming higher standards and that the curriculum reforms are worth pursuing
despite the dislocations they may cause.
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CHAPTER TEN
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENCATIONS

The recent school reform legisl-tion is an attempt by the legislature to
help Texas schools achieve two goa'!s: improving educatisnal quality and
furthering educatiunal equity, particularly by narrowing the disparities
between rich and poor districts and by increasing funding for compensatory,
bilingual, and special education.

Most of the educators we interviewed seemed to think thit many of the new
state requirements, although occasionally burdensot @, were recuvssary and have
produced desirable rhanges at the locdl level. T e state has been successful
in communicating the message that academic and teaching standards must be
given higher priority. Most educators also agreed that the additional funding
received by most districts has been valuable in increasing the salaries o,
teachers, 1in meeting many of the state requirements in House Bill 72 (and
House Bill 246), and in equalizing recources between rich and poor disi. icts.
Indeed, the positive attitudes towards House Bill 72 were striking, especially
given the burdens that the legislation placed on administrators to respond
quic«ly and the controversies that have been generated by several provisions.

However, local administrators exoressed coizern that, over the long run,
state funding Jlevels may be inadequate to pay for many of the state
reguirements. If funding indeed turns out to be inadequate, this will have
adverse effects on both educational quality and equity in Texas. The adverse
effects on equity will occur because wealthy districts are better able to
supplement state funding with local revenues. Educational quality will suffer
in those districts where local revenues are insufficient to r~y for reforms
not acequately funded by the state. In addition, the effectiveness of some
provisions ¢’ House Bill 72 is unclear, and more thorough analysis of their
consequences over the next several years is necessary. In this conclusion we
offer recommendations for continued monitoring of the aspects of House Bill 72
which are potr .tially the mcst troublesome.

STATE MECHANISMS FUR PROMOTING EDUCATIONAL QUALITY AND
EXCELLENCE

The state has three basic mechanisms by which it can influence
¢ducational policy. The first is prescription: the state may simply reguire
that d?stricts follow a particular practice. Prescription is wost 1ikeiy to be
used when state legislators or the public call for the definition and
maintenance of standards. Examples of state-prescribed standards in House Bill
72 and House Bill 246 are rules about extracurricular activities, curriculum
content re-uirements, high school graduation requirements, and the career
ladder.

Prescriptive methods have the >dvantag: of enabling the state to compel
cooperation from reluctant or recalcitrant districts. .5 we found ir our
interviews with school administrators, local districts may also implement
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changes more rapidly when they perceive that thos> charges are required and
enforced by the state. However, state prescriptions have the disadvantage of
infringing on local control; they may reduce the flexibility of school
districts to develop solutions apprepriate to Jlocal conditions and may
generate resentment if educators feel that they are not able to run their
schools the way they see fit. House Bill 246's detailed requirements for the
amount of time to be devoted to specific subjects are examples of how state
prescriptions can reduce local flexibility.

Another state mechanism is financial assistance to districts. House Bill |
7¢ increased financial assistance to Texcs districts by over $900 million.
Most of this was general aid tc help poor districts increase their
expenditures. Some of the additional aid, however, was designated for
specific purposes, such as compensatory education, bilingual education, and
the develcpment of the career ladder.

The principal purposes of the increased aid in House Bill 72 veora to
ircre *se teacher salaries and to promote equity among poor and rich districts.
Financial assistance is 1ikely to promote excellence by enabling districts to
implement changes, such as the state-required reduction of pupil/teacher
ratios. that they would be unable to afford out of local revenues.

Technical assistance to local! districts is the third mechanism available
to the state to 1improve education. Technical assistance includes the
provision »f information about how to improve education; it can take the form
of workstops to train teachers and adi.inistrators or on-site consulting by
state personnel expert in a given subject. A special category of technical
assistance 1is dis.emination, 1{n which the state informs districts how other
school systems in similar <ircumstances have handled a particular problem
effectively and identifies model programs within the state or in other states.
Dissemination can be more effective than cther means of technical assistance,
for two reasons. Fi,.t, teachers and administrators may be moiye receptive to
knowledge transmitted by their peers. Second, the process of identifying
effective programs and districts can spur local effort by providing public
recognition for siLzcess.

Technical assistance ic an indispensable complement to stave funding and
prescrintion, because local teachers and administracors may lack information
about how to carry out reforms effectively. For example, our survey found
wide disparities in kncwledge of how ic implement the state-mandated career
ladder and almost no tamiliarity with preschool proyrims. The state provides
most of its technical assistance through the twenty Educational Service
Centers.

Of these three state mechanisms--pres. ‘iption, financial assistance, and
technical  assiscance--Hous Bill 72 and House Bi'l 246 provided both
prescription and financial assistance. However, there was littla attention
devoted in either bLill to techni~al assistance or dissamination, and House
Bill 72 provided no adiitional f- ding for the Educaticn Service Centers. In
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fict, base funding for the Education Service Centers will be cut about 5
percent in 1985-86 and 1986-87, from the $7.7 million in House Bill 72 to $7.3
million, and the categorical aid to the Service Centers of $1 per pupil has
stayed the same for many years despite continued 1inflation.? Given the
agency's extensive list of other responsibilities, TEA is unlikely to devote
adequate attention to technical assistance and dissemination activities unless
additioral state funding is provided explicitly for them. This is one of tte
major gaps in the reform legislation that future sessions of the legislature
saould address.

In addition, the balarc2 between prescription and financial assistance
needs further attention, for two reasons. First, the current practice of
requiring educational chaiges without funding such changes explicitly
sometimes leads districts to resist these reforms. Such requirements also
place relatively heavier burdens on low-wealth districts, creating
possibilities for nev inequities in education reforms.

Second, we fear that reliance on prescription in House Bill 72 and House
Bill 246 may have gone too far in diluting local control. In some districts
we observed a dependence on the Texas Education Agency and the State Board of
Education to <clarify requirements of House Bill 72--rather than local
initiatives to interoret legislation according to local conditions and sound
educational pract Ze. If necessary, the state may have to consider
strengthening local ability to make educational policy, through technical
assistance and strengthening of schools of education, but the legislature and
the State Board should at the very least take care not to erode any further
the cavnacities and initiative of local educators.

MONITORING EQUALIZATION AND THE ABILJTY OF DISTRICTS TO FAY FOR
REFORMS

As chapter 1 indicated, House Bill 72 contained several mechanisms for
equalizing revenues between rich and poor districts. However, while
differences in  spending have been narrowed in 1984-85, substantial
inequalities still remain. The equalizing power of House Bill 72 will
unfortunately grow weaker in the next few years, because state aid will be
roughly constant (or even declining) in a period of continuing inflation. We
conclude that the equalization problem may become more serious cver the next
few years and that policymakers need to monitor spending disparities
carefully.

Another kind of spending problem arises because of mismatch between the
financial assistance and the prescriptions of House Bill 72. Most of these
prescriptions were not specifically funded, even though they require districts
to spend more on specific purposes; for example, che maximum class size of
twenty-two 1in kindergarten through grade two requires some districis to hire
more teachers and build new classrooms, expenses that are not specifically
budgeted ir House Bill 72. Many districts have therefore used increases in
general-purpose state aid to cover the new requirements.
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Because the exrense of carrying out many of the new state mandates 1is
likely to be high, the increases in costs to districts over time may well
exceed the additional funding made available under House Bill 72. If this is
true in poor districts as well as wealthy distiicts, we are likely to see
wealth differences produce wide disparities in the ability of districts to
carry out the legislative requirements of House Bill 72.

Consequently, the Tlegislature and citizens interested in the quality of
education in Texas need to monitor this potential problem. For example, the
proportion of failing students attending tutorials, the pupil/teacher ratio in
them, and evidence of their effectiveness can be used to indicate whether
districts are successfully able to provide afterschool help to students who
are doing poorly in schtool. Likewise, researchers should monitor pupil/teacher
ratios 1in prekindergarten programs and other .easures of quality and compare |
the number of children served by those programs with estimites of the size of |
the eligible population.

In addition, policymakers and interested citizens should monitor the
following indicators of progress toward equal opportunity in aducation:

- Relative per Pupil Spending among Districts: As chapter 1 of this
report pointed out, the effects of House Bill 72 in equalizing per
pupil expenditures between districts have been s3small, and these
disparities may widen as the equalizing power of House Bill 72 grows
weaker. The state should continue to monitor expenditure patterns
carefully to see whether further equalization efforts are warranted.

- Relative Abilities of Rich and Poor Districts to Attract Qualified
Teacher Applicants: Our study found that some districts are able to
pick and choose among a wide variety of qualified applicants, while
other districts feel that they must take the "leftovers." District
weelth as well as location plays an important part in districts'
ability to choose among a ldarge pool of applicants; the wealt.y
districts which are willing to pay above-average teacher salaries
reported no problems finding qualified teachers for any position
they wanted to fill. Furthermore, while House Bi11 72 produces some
narrowing in the salary differentials among rich and poor districts,
particularly for beginning teachers, these disparities remain
substantial. Consequently, ongoing research should monitor the
number of applicants per teaching position in districts of varying
wealth and location, the precise impact of salary differentials 1in
increasing the size of the applicant pool, and the relative ability
and qualifications of newly hired teachers 1in those districts.
Researcn should also 1look for indicators of improvement in the
ability and qualifications of newly hired teachers 1in the state's
poorer districts. These indicators might include the teachers' high
school SAT scores, academic credentials, and previous work
experience.

- Average Pupil/Teacher Ratios: While House Bill 72 requires a maximum
class size of twenty-two in the early grades, some attention to

Q :
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class size at the secondary level is also warranted. The experience
of the Austin Independent School District has shown that reduction
in class sizes from twenty-four to fifteen increases achievement in
low-achieving students, although the same class size reductions have
less effect on the academic achievement of average students.?
Consequently, differences in average class sizes among districts may
have significant effects on the learning opportunities available to
low-achieving students in different districts.

MEASURES DESIGNED TO IMPROVE THE TEACHING PROFESSION

In attempting to improve educational quality, it is possible to focus
one's effort in several possible ways. One can emphasize improving the quality
and effectiveness of teachers. Alternatively, one can focus on the
effectiveness of schools as institutions, on the belief that "the whole is
greater than the sum of the parts" and that a supportive institutional
environment is needed to bring out teachers' best parformance. In addition,
one can adopt public policy measures designed to provide additional motivation

to students, and one can train parents to work more effectively with their
children in the home.

House Bill 72 included a number of measures designed to improve the
competency of existing teachers and the skill level of new teachers entering
the profession. These measures included pay raises for beginning teachers
receiving the state-funded minimum salary; a career ladder to provide
opportunities for more expe-ienced teachers to advance; and competency tests
designed t. screen out current and prospective teachers who lack basic skills.
These measures must be evaluated in terms of their effectiveness in serving
one or more of these four functions: recruitment of better peuple into the
teaching profession; retention of skilled and talented people in the
profession; exclusion of incompetent or unmc .ivated teachers; and training of
current and prospective teachers to do their jobs better.

The teacher pay raises may help with recruitment and retention, although
teachers have a long way to go before their salaries are comparable to those
of other professions with comparable skill and training requirements. In
addition, salary increases for experienced teachers were modest compared to
those for beginning teachers, so the effects of House Bill 72 on retention may
be weaker than its effects on recruitment. The teachers and adminfstrators we
interviewed seemed to think that the effects of the career ladder on
recruitment and retention are likely to be wixed, unless districts receive
assistance in setting up career ladders withou* creating resentment and
animosity among teachers. However, comments on the career ladder varied
widely among districts: some ‘ppear to have had considerable success
implementing the career ladder, » le others had rot even started.

With the enactmant of teacher competency testing in House Bill 7°, the
state legislature involved itself to an unprecedented degree in the sensitive
issue of how tu identify and remove incompetent teachers. The weakness in
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this approach is that written tests do a poor job of diagnosing what really
needs to be evaluated--the classroom performance of teachers. This fact is
recognized by the practitioners of other professions, such as medicine, law,
or engineering. Although these fields use written tests to screen individuals
entering the profession, lawyers, doctors, and engineers are evaluated almost
exclusively by job performance once they begin work. Most of our respondents
seemed to think that written tests are almost irrelevant in evaluating
classroom performance and that any instrument adequate to examine a teacher's
classroom performance will uncover deficiencies in basic skills as well.

Moreover, by enacting the teacher competency test the legislature appears
to be saying that the teaching profession is full of incompetent people. If
many people perceive this to be the legislature's message, this may reduce
public esteem for the teaching profession and undermine the goal of recruiting
and retaining better teachers.

The fourth method of improving the teaching profession, developing better
training for current and prospc-tive teachers, is an area to which citizens
and the legislature need to devote special attention. Much has been said
about the need to improve the curricula and academic standards of the state's
teacher training programs; this area should be a focus of future reform
‘agislation.

T=552 concerned with educational reform should consider the following
potent1i] measures to improve the teaching profession:

- Prescription: The legislature should ccnduct a study of how to
improve the state standards for schools of teacher education. These
irstitutions should require teacher trainees to take a broader range
of academic courses and to participate in more classroom experience
earlier in their training. Conceivably, expanding both of these
components of teacher education at once will compel teacher
education colleges to offer a five-year rather than a four-year
program. At the same time, the state can simplify the job of
recruiting suitable teachers by making it easier for exp rienced
professionals from other careers to be certified to teach.

Financial Assistance: Although expanded state assistance has had
Tittle success in narrowing the dollar gap between rich and poor
districts, state aid has been more successful in raising the overall
salary scale of teachers around the state. Continued state
assistance will be needed to ensure that the gap between rich and
poor districts does nct, if anything, become wider in future years.
Because rich districts will be able to offer more generous salary
supplements to a higher percentage of teachers, the career ladder
may add a new dimension to the inequality between rich and poor
districts. Adequate state funding for the career ladder 'n low- and
moderate-wealth districts will therefore be essential to prevent
this type of inequality from becoming worse.

170




- 146 -

- _c<chnical Assistance: Although the career ladder requires districts
to rate teachers by their classroom proficiency, identifying
successful classroom performance 1{s only a part of districts'
overall responsibility to help teachers improve their skills. TEA
should provide continuous assistance to districts to improve their
teacher evaluation, training, and screening programs.

- Dissemination: Because districts have had such widely varying
degrees of success in implementing the career ladder, it is
especially appropriate for the state to encourage the more
successful districts to communicate their methods to everyone else.
Consequently, state personnel in charge of monitoring the
implementation of the career ladder should alsc be responsible for
identifying these successful districts, and the legislature should
be responsible for funding those districts to disseminate
information about their methods.

MEASURES DESIGNED TO MAKE SCHOOLS MORE EFFECTIVE

By requiring districts to track student achievement by campus, the
performance reports mandated by House Bill 72 will make it possible to
identify those schools at which students perform poorly. This gives districts

the opportunity to develop programs to improve the performance of such
schools.

However, many districts have been aware of their less successful schools
for years without developing any systematic program to improve the educational
effectiveness of those schools. Consequently, encouraging districts to
develop such programs is an appropriate area for state involvement.

The legislature should consider these complementary approaches to school
improvement:

- Prescription: The state may require TEA's accreditation visits to
examine not only "the quality of learning at each of the district's
campuses wvased on indicators such as scores on achievement tests,"
as H.B. 72 requires, but al<o the measures the district is taking to
improve academic performan-e an the poor-performance campuses.

- Financial and Technical Ass:stance: The legislature should fund the
Texas Education Agency to increaje its assistance to districts to
develop effective school improvement programs.

- Dissemination: The legislature could instruct TEA to identify
effective school improvement programs and to disseminate information
about those programs around the state. The state should also fund
TEA to identify and disseminate effective compensatory, bilingual,
and special education projects.
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MEASURES TO MOTIVATE AND ASSIST STUDENTS

The student-related reforms in House Bill 246 and House Bili 72 contain
two approaches to helping students learn. First, the legislation seeks to
motivate students by establishing a clear demarcation between academic success
and failure :nd by making the consequen.es of failure worse. This is the clear
intent of House Bill 72's requirement for numerical grades, designation of a
grade below 70 as a failing grade, exclusion of failing students from
extracurricular activities, and denial of a high school diploma to students
unable "o pass all sections of the TEAMS high school exit exam. Second, the
legislation requires districts to offer remediation to failing students. With

this approach, the legislature hoped to avoid simply driving unsuccessful
students out of school.

However, wunless the remediation offered is adequate, an increase in
dropout rates is precisely what is likely to occur. Our survey found many
inadequacies in the tutorial programs designed for remediation. Attendance at
tutorials is poor in many districts; in most instances pupil/teacher ratios
are too high for meaningful remediation to be takinrg place; and transportation
is frequently not avaiiabie for students attending tutorials.

The idea of offering remediation to students at the first sign of
difficulty in school is a g¢~nd one, but this remediation is unlikely to be
effective in the absence of funding sufficient to reduce pupil/teacher ratios
to levels that educational research has shown to be effective~-no more than
8:1 or 10:1. Moreover, reformers must recognize that, while the sanctions for
failure in House Bill 72 have been put into effect quickly, the development of
effective remedial programs, and the adaptation of schools, teachers, and
scudents to the new standards, is a slower process. (Our survey found that a

similar delay is occurring in the adoption of the mastery learning techniques
required by House Bill 246.)

In the wake of the new reforms, it is especially important for
policymakers and citizens to monitor the schools to see whether an increase in
student dropout rates 1is taking place and, if so, what forms of remediation
are mo<t effective in preventing dropouts from increasing.

Changes that would help make the student-related provésions of House Bill
72 and House Bill 246 more effective include the following:

- Prescription: The student test data that allow districts to identify
the campuses that need assistance also enable districts to evaluate
the effectiveness of their state-funded remedial ard compensatory
education programs. Since evaluation of effectiveness 1is an
importart spur to improving programs, the legislature should amend
the section on compensatory education to require such evaluations,
which districts already must do for their federally funded
compensatory education programs. The State Board of Education
should direct TEA to monitor how distri-ts use these evaluation
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results to improve their remedial programs on a campus-by-campus
basis.

- Financial Assistance: Admonition that districts reduce pupil/teacher
ratios in tutorials are likely to be ineffective in the absence of
adequate financial assistance to poor districts to enable them to
pay additional teachers to conduct tutorials. Concerned citizens
and the Jlegislature need to monitor whether existing state funding
for compensatory education 1is sufficient to support adequate
remedial and tutorial programs in poor districts.

- Technical Assistance: Because many teachers find the implementation
of mastery learning techniques burdensome, TEA should expand its
efforts through the Education Service Centers to help schools
develop efficient diagnostic and recording-keeping systems for
tr cking which students are failing to master the essential
elements. In addition, TEA's Division of Compensatory Education
should be funded to monitor and offer on-site assistance to teachers
and administrators operating state-funded compensatory education
projects, Jjust as the division now does wicth districts' federally
funded compensatury education pragrams.

- Dissemination: Despite the fact. that federally funded compensatory
education is twenty years old and most school districts have offered
remedial programs for failing students for years, districts have not
universally mastered the art of successful remediation for failing
students. The state can help encourage the dissemination of this
art by identifying successful remedial and compensatory programs and
by funding those programs' developers to give workshops in different
parts of the state as part of the summer workshop programs sponsored
by the Education Service Centers.

MEASURES TO PROMOTE PARENT INVOLVEMENT

There is a growing body of evidence to support a belief long held by many
educators that parent involvement has a critical influence on <tudent
achievement. This should surprise few educators. What is more inteiresting is
the research evidence that programs designed to increase parent involvement
can affect the behavior of parents enough to influence achievement. One recent
summary of thirty-six studies of parent involvement concludes, "The form of
parent involvement does not seem to be critical, so long as it 1is reasonably
well-planned, comprehensive, and long-lasting. Even programs that just involve
parents as reinforcers of what is being taught at school are effective.
One-shot public relations campaigns, on the other hand, seem to have little
effect."? 1In this context "parent invylvement" means parents helping out with
their children's education in various ways, particularly with home activities
that help their children learn. The effectiveness of pareat involvement may
result a< much from its effect on the children's attitudes toward school as
from the specific knowledge children gain from their parents.

In House Bill 72 the legislature recognized the importance of parent
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involvement in student discipline, by including specific requirements for
parent involvement in school discipline management programs and school-
community gquidance centers. However, strong general incentives for districts
to deve'op and improve their parent involvement programs are missing from the
legislation.

What incentives could the state use to encourage parent involvement? As
with school improvement, the state has three basic toels it can use:
prescription, financial assistance, and technical assistance, including
dissemination.

- Prescription: The state could require each district to deve.op and
implement a plan to involve parents and could make the examination
of this plan and its effectiveness a critical item on the
accreditation visit. The state can also require districts to assess
the effectiveness of their parert involvement programs. For example,
the district might select indicators of parent involvement monitor
them systematically over time.

- Financial Assistance: Just as the state now provides money to
districts to be wused for bilingual education and compensatory
education, it could also provide money to districts earmarke
specifically for parent involvement activities.

- Jechnical Assistance: TEA could establish a Division of Parent
Involvement specifically for the purpose of assisting districts to
improve their parent involvement activities. As with TEA's other
activit.es, the agency is likely to have the greatest impact if
personne1  from the Educational Service Centers repeatedly and
frequently hold parent involvement workshops in the districts.

- Dissemination: TEA could attempt to identify and publicly recognize
effective parent involvement approaches developed in different parts
of the state. The agency could disseminate information about
effective programs developed in communities of different sizes,
socioeconomic levels, and gecugraphic areas.

CCNCLUSION

The reforms contained in House Bill 246 and House Bill 72 are a bold step
in preparing Texas schools to meet the challenges of the next few decades.
However, much remains to be done if Texans are to create a school system that
svccessfully  promotes both educational quality and educational equity.
Because many changes in society e making the work of schools more difficult,
the citizens of Texas and the legislature must be willing to accept the fact
that education is likely to be more expensive in the future than it has been
in the past. At the same time, there are virtually "free" resources, sich as
parent participation, that have not been adequately tapped.
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Our survey uncovered widespread satisfaction with the general direction
of reform, combinea with concern over specific areas where implementation of
the law has heen difficult. We Tound that the goal of providing educational
opportunities to students in poor districts comzarable to those available to
students in wealthy districts is 2xtremely difficult to attain. The
difficulty of achieving equal educational opportunity is all the more reason
why Texans should pay increased attention to this goal in the future.
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